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CHAPTER I 
BACKGROUND 
Teacher evaluation is one of the most challenging tasks facing school 
administrators today. Improving the performance of teachers is widely 
accepted by educators, policy makers, business and industry as the key to 
improving the quality of American schools, thereby providing students with 
the competitive edge needed to compete in the international market. When 
used effectively, teacher evaluation has the potential to assist nearly every 
teacher in his/her professional growth, yet very little support is currently 
provided (Stiggins, 1986). What we do know is that a well-organized and 
clearly articulated teacher evaluation plan can be a tremendous influence 
upon the quality of instruction within the classroom (Natriello,1990). 
A review of the early literature in teacher effectiveness emphasizes that 
self-evaluation was the central means of teacher assistance. The primary 
criterion for effective self-assessment was the teacher's ability to manage the 
school and/or classroom. Charles Hoole, education writer in the middle 
1600s, published a series of pamphlets on how to provide quality leadership 
for a school. His writings suggested that classrooms correctly managed would 
provide greater opportunities for students to leam. With effective 
management, any learning deficiencies would then be the result of pupil 
irresponsibility. 
In the late eighteenth century (Millman, 1981) a new criteria emerged 
and altered the early reliance on managerial efficacy. The change, which 
occurred in England, was based on the premise that quality instruction and 
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learning conditions were responsible for student achievement. Unfortunately 
teacher effectiveness was based upon test results with salaries contingent on 
the rise and fall of those scores. The system corrupted the entire educational 
program by fostering unproductive competition, students cramming for tests, 
and developing poor morale among staff and the new criteria were 
abandoned. This failure resulted in a return to the position that the teachers' 
primary responsibility was management. Consequently, teachers did little 
more than hear pupils recite what they learned and give new assignments 
when learning was achieved (Millman, 1981). 
Sweeney's (1986) recent review of the history of teacher, evaluation 
revealed that as late as the 1970s, the focus continued on self-evaluation, 
ceremonial congratulations and neglect. Until recently, however, the ability 
to validate reliable and legally discriminating teacher performance has been 
elusive. More investigation on effective teaching has been conducted during 
the past decade than any previous periods (Hunter, 1988). This research has 
allowed educators to assess teaching practices and establish accepted criteria, as 
well as, demonstrate the necessity of instructor performance appraisal. 
Benefits of Teacher Evaluation 
From the local level to the national scene, schools are increasingly 
required to be more accountable. The demand for accountability has moved 
from broad-based issues such as school finance and program management to a 
concern for teacher performance (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983), 
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Schools have responded to that challenge by utilizing current research on 
teacher effectiveness with the intent of improving teaching practices. 
Many of our most recent educational reforms, i.e., merit pay, career 
ladders, master teacher programs, rest on the premise that sound, effective 
evaluation procedures can be devised. Four states have fully implemented 
career ladder programs, four other states are beginning implementation, and 
six are pilot testing career ladders (Sweeney, 1988). A number of large school 
districts are utilizing merit or incentive programs. For states that do reward 
teachers based upon their performance the importance of having an 
evaluation system that reports credible data is imperative. 
A primary objective underlying teacher evaluation is the improvement 
of instruction. Ideally, teacher performance can be improved if the supervisor 
provides feedback on problems in performance and suggestions to improve 
instruction. Teacher evaluation, however, has effects not only on the 
individual, but also on organizational and environmental levels of a school 
(Millman & Hammond, 1990). The organizational effects may result from 
perceptions of teachers observing the overall impact of evaluation on its 
members. A third effect of evaluation process is referred to as the 
environmental effect. Environmental effects refer to the results of how 
evaluation processes and practices impact individuals and institutions outside 
the immediate school organization. 
A well-organized and clearly articulated teacher evaluation plan has the 
potential to be an influence upon instruction because teachers are provided an 
opportunity to assess their potential and take collaborative steps in reaching 
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their goals. In addition, a sound evaluation system is an integral method of 
clarifying job expectations to employees . 
Furthermore, a well-designed and properly functioning teacher 
evaluation process provides a major communication link between the school 
system and teachers (Wise et al., 1984). This well functioning system provides 
the school with a method of recognizing and rewarding the work of teachers 
and provides teachers with a conceptual framework of the school's 
instructional goals and criteria. 
Evaluation holds other positive benefits when conducted correctly. 
For example, the teacher being evaluated may develop increased motivation 
to perform at a higher level. In addition, when the appraisal reinforces 
positive attributes, employees' self-esteem may increase. The evaluator often 
gains new insight into the person they are appraising teacher performance, 
and vice versa. Conferences can lead to more open communication and 
individual growth plans may be more readily accepted. In addition, 
organizational goals can be made clearer when evaluation is conducted in a 
effective fashion. Thus, the ability to respond to both individual and 
organizational needs can be a positive result of performance appraisal, i.e., 
planning staff development which directly relates to the needs of the group 
and or individual. Most importantly, performance appraisal can lead to better 
individual and organizational performance. 
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Introdwctwn 
Pace (1988), drawing from personal experiences, writings, observations, 
evaluation training activities, and consultation in the field of personnel 
evaluation, suggests that quality evaluation is the single most powerful tool 
for effective administration, supervision, and leadership. It is the basis for 
diagnosis, alternative assessment, and prescription. Evaluative diagnosis has 
the potential to provide insight into practices that need to be reinforced or 
extinguished. Alternative assessment are best to ensure comprehensive and 
fair appraisals. Prescriptions for guiding improvement become the essence for 
directing change. 
Despite the recent attention focused on teacher evaluation, the process 
of evaluation has not apparentiy been used effectively. Blumberg (1980) 
described the working relationship between teacher and supervisor as a 
"private cold war." He contended that supervisors feel a strong need to spend 
more time doing what teachers consider relatively useless. In fact, most 
teacher evaluations are best described as superficial and brief, involving a few 
moments of classroom observation and followed by the completion of a 
required evaluation form signed by all participants and then filed away never 
to be seen again (Wise et al., 1984). The following scenario depicts the all too 
frequent course of events as related by a seasoned professional: 
I am evaluated every two or three years and this is the year! I've 
been teaching 25 years, so I know tihe routine. But still, it always 
makes me a little nervous. The principal and I talked about it 
and did some planning. We agreed on the ground rules, talked 
about objectives, reviewed lesson plans, planned for the class­
room observation etc. We worked together for years. The prin­
cipal knows I'm a good teacher. Why be nervous? 
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The day and the hour of the observation arrived. No principal. 
I started the show. Twenty minutes into it the principal arrived, 
took a few notes and departed 30 minutes later. Did the princi­
pal know I ran into trouble and had to change plans midstream? 
Why did kids choose that time to behave as they did? Did the 
principal realize that every day is not like this? My mind is rac­
ing! 
I received my answers to these and other questions at my post-
observation conference. We were to meet after school that same 
day but because the principal was delayed at the district office, we 
met a couple of weeks later. The feedback was all very positive. 
The state specifies the criteria. There are no ratings as such; just 
comments. All the comments were very flattering (as they 
always are). I received my usual satisfactory overall rating, 
signed the form and left. It's always the same—I never 
understand why I get nervous. (Stiggins, 1986) 
Unfortunately, the only benefits derived from this type of scenario are that 
terms of the collective bargaining agreement are met and the state 
requirement for teacher evaluation is fulfilled. 
The scenario is not an isolated one. In 1988, Kiley summarized a study 
conducted by Learning magazine which surveyed 1,000 teachers throughout 
the United States. Of the 893 respondents, 53% believed their evaluation was 
an accurate indication of their teaching ability. While 47% said that the 
evaluation had a positive effect on their teaching, only 12%, felt that their 
teaching had improved as a result of evaluation! Kiley's (1988) subsequent 
investigation involved six Maryland school systems, 115 teachers and 21 
administrators revealed that inconsistencies by the principal, too little time 
spent in the classroom for observation, observer bias, and principals' excessive 
attention to trivial matters during the evaluation were dted as the worst 
features of the evaluation process. 
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Evaluator training is a key factor is addressing deficiencies within 
teacher evaluation. McGreal (1983) recommended that the school district 
provide training and guided practice in the skills and knowledge necessary to 
implement and effectively maintain or increase the effectiveness of its teacher 
evaluation system. According to Millman (1981), supervisors often fail to 
develop sufficient skills during their preparation training to become proficient 
evaluators. Consequently, it seems that much of the actual training must 
occur in the field. Therefore, teacher evaluation programs need effective 
methods for training supervisors currently practicing in the field. 
Administrative training, (Streifer, 1987) is needed in three areas: 
knowledge of the teacher effectiveness literature, data collection/evaluation 
techniques, and conferencing techniques. Fiedler (1988) indicated that training 
should be required for appraisers. He noted that appraisal systems are only as 
good as the people who operate them. Duke and Stiggins (1986) emphasized 
the need for training in growth-oriented evaluation and observed that this 
training should include instruction in classroom observations, recording 
descriptive data, and effectively provide feedback to teachers. 
Fmposs 
This study will address several problems. The first problem involves 
the effects of recent evaluator training in Iowa. In 1987 the Iowa Board of 
Educational Examiners adopted regulations for evaluator approval. As a 
result, all Iowa certified principals had to possess an evaluator approval status 
since July 1,1990. 
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In response to this mandate, Iowa Leadership in Educational 
Administration Development (I-LEAD) developed a "train the trainers" 
dissemination model to provide evaluator approval training to instruct Iowa 
principals and evaluators. 
Standards for approved evaluator approval programs included 30 hours 
of training on the key elements of effective evaluation systems. Principals 
and evaluators were coached on how to develop trust and credibility as an 
evaluator. Training reinforced each principal's ability to identify and analyze 
effective teaching by utilizing effective data gathering techniques and 
establishing a relationship between the data and the evaluation of 
performance. Analyzing lesson designs, including attention to artifact 
collection and relevant student data, were skills stressed in the evaluator 
approval training. Evaluator approval training also included instruction on 
observing, recording, and reporting job performance, including monitoring 
student achievement, classroom management, and the effective use of 
classroom time. Principals and evaluators received assistance in conducting 
effective evaluation conferences, including how to provide quality feedback, 
in both written and oral forms. This comprehensive training program 
contained what research indicates are the necessary elements for conducting 
effective teacher evaluation. A description of the I-Lead training can be 
obtained by contacting the I-Lead office, Lagomarcino Hall, Iowa State 
University. 
The second problem revolves around the condition of teacher 
evaluation in Iowa. Educators do not know the quality of teacher evaluation 
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in Iowa nor its impact on Iowa teachers. There is little data as to what 
procedures are being used, how evaluators are perceived, or the quality of 
their feedback. Duke and Stiggins (1986) suggest that other factors such as 
attributes of the teacher and attributes of the procedures determine the 
effectiveness of teacher evaluation. There is little data on these factors that 
would also help define the condition of teacher evaluation in Iowa. 
Statement of the Problem 
Over 1600 school administrators completed the evaluator training by 
June, 1990 and engaged collectively in over 50,000 hours of training at a cost of 
many thousands of dollars. In addition to the cost of training the trainers, 
costs included the time principals / evaluators spent out of their buildings for 
training. 
The State made a commitment, universities developed training 
modules, money has been spent, many people invested time, universities 
trained trainers, and evaluators received training, but educators and 
legislators do not know if the training was effective. They do not know 
whether it improved skills and techniques such as data gathering and 
providing feedback. There is a lack of information to help them to know how 
they are doing (i.e., if the training made a difference). Also, there is little 
knowledge as to what procedures are being employed and whether they have 
changed as a result of training. Most importantly, educators and legislators do 
not know the effects training had on the quality and impact of performance 
evaluation in Iowa. The problem of this study is to determine the effects of 
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evaluator training and the relationship between specific attributes of 
evaluation and the quality and impact of evaluation. 
Nwd of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study was to determine the quality and 
impact of teacher evaluations in Iowa. The study was designed to: 
A) Assess teachers' perception of the quality of their most recent 
evaluation. 
B) Determine teachers perceptions of the following: 
1. attributes of the teacher 
2. attributes of their evaluator 
3. attributes of the procedures 
4. attributes of the feedback 
C) Determine teachers' attributes and their perceptions of the 
attributes of their evaluator, attributes of the feedback, and 
attributes of the procedures that they experience during their 
evaluation and their relationship upon impact and quality of 
evaluation. 
D) compare data concerning teacher evaluation in Iowa to 
determine if teachers with varying years of experience rate the 
quality of evaluation differently. 
E) determine the effect of evaluator training on evaluator attributes, 
evaluation procedures, and evaluation techniques used by 
evaluators. 
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Major Hypothesis 
Three hypotheses will be tested in this study. Hypothesis number one 
will test attributes of evaluation in Iowa. Hypothesis number two will 
examine the effects of training. The third hypothesis tests whether there are 
differences in teachers' perceptions of evaluation between teachers with 
varying years of teaching experience. 
1 There is a significant relationship between attributes of the teacher, 
attributes of feedback, attributes of the procedures, and evaluator attributes, 
and the quality of evaluation and impact on teaching. 
2. Teachers' perceptions of their attributes, attributes of feedback, 
attributes of procedures, and attributes of the evaluator and the quality and 
impact of their most recent evaluation experience will be rated significantly 
more positive after evaluator approval training than their evaluation 
experience before evaluator approval training. 
3. There is no significant difference between Iowa's attributes of the 
teacher, attributes of feedback, attributes of the procedures, evaluator attributes 
and the quality and impact of evaluation by years of teaching experience. 
Assumptions 
The study was predicated on the following basic assumptions 
1. The instrument, survey procedures, and data collection method 
used in the study are reliable and valid. 
2. Respondents to the assessment instrument replied honestly and 
accurately. 
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3. Teacher objectively assessed the quality of the evaluation 
independent of the ratings or the quality of evaluation they 
received. 
Delimitations 
1. Responses rely on teachers' recollections of evaluation conditions 
existing three years ago. 
2. The study will be conducted with a limited number of teachers from 
the State of Iowa. 
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CHAPTER II 
INTRODUCTION 
The primary purpose of teacher evaluation is the improvement of 
instruction (Millman, Darling-Hammond, 1990; Wise and Pease, 1983; the 
RAND Report, 1984; The Joint Committee on Standards for Education 
Evaluation, 1988; Stufflebeam & Shrinkfield, 1985; and DeRoche, 1987). 
According to Arthur L. Costa, ASCD President, (1988) the six authors of 
Teacher Evaluation: Six Prescriptions for Success hold diverse positions on 
many issues of teacher evaluation, yet; 
all of them agree on some factors: Evaluation is a rigorous 
process, and evaluators must be skilled and trained in executing 
it. There is no substitute for strong leadership and, when 
handled poorly, evaluations causes suffering for all involved— 
the teacher, the students, the administrator or the school board, 
and the superintendent, (pg. vi.) 
Furthermore, each of these authors note that improvement of 
instruction is a major purpose of the process of teacher evaluation. 
Stiggins (1988) hit the issue squarely when he observed the ultimate 
aim of teacher evaluations is to create competent, effective teachers 
who will improve student performance. Others have also noted that 
good evaluation leads to improved teaching behaviors (Rand Report, 
1984; Wise et al., 1984). 
Despite such wide-spread agreement however, there is need for sound 
evaluation of education persormel to improve instruction because 
"educational institutions have often been ineffective in carrying out their 
personnel evaluation responsibilities." (The Joint Committee on Standards 
for Educational Evaluation, 1988). Recent literature calls for reforms in the 
1 4  
evaluation of education personnel. Numerous court cases and public 
testimony replete with examples charge that personnel evaluations have been 
invalid, unfair, superficial, and ineffective (The Joint Committee on 
Standards for Educational Evaluation, 1988). "Teachers' evaluation, 
historically, has been a mess. Teachers often feel naked and defenseless by the 
"inspections" and "report card" system. For principals, the teacher evaluation 
process is a gut wrenching, time consuming duty" (Lewis 1982, p. 55). 
Need for Ttaining 
Evaluation experts find that many principals are unable to conduct 
effective teacher evaluations because they lack the skills needed to analyze 
classroom teaching behaviors (Stiggins, 1988; Wise et al., 1984). They further 
conclude that since observation skills play an important role in the success 
and effectiveness of teacher evaluation, principals, as observers, must develop 
these skills. Edward's (1985) study supported this finding. She found the need 
for training in lesson observation to be widespread and common. Almost 80 
percent of the principals questioned wanted a better way to record what they 
observe in the classroom. Her findings are consistent with those of Acheson 
and Hawley (1982) who reported that a great percentage of administrators felt a 
need to improve their classroom observation skills. 
Administrators are also aware of evaluation problems and 
shortcomings. In a survey conducted by the American Association of 
Secondary Administrators principals noted several needs for improving 
teacher evaluation (Lewis, 1982). First, principals required better definitions of 
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effective teaching. According to the principals surveyed, even though many 
evaluation programs reach consensus on the definition of effective teaching, 
most describe teachers' behaviors and not appropriately measured outcomes. 
Principals also urged gathering stronger data regarding the link between 
evaluation and instruction improvement. Finally, principals acknowledged 
that training would benefit them in skills such as conferencing, personal goal-
setting, and classroom observations. Millman (1981) concurs with the 
principals' assertation that the most important aspect for a mutually beneficial 
appraisal conference is the evaluator's competence and that training is one of 
the building blocks of successful evaluation systems. 
Principals need help in several areas of teacher evaluation. For 
example, evaluators must have a clear grasp of what the observation and 
related instructional data means (Haefele, 1981). Haefele suggests that the 
most important factor in a successful evaluation process is the evaluator's 
competence. Other authors agree that it is virtually impossible for school 
districts to embark on building a successful teacher evaluation program 
without investing in a comprehensive training program (McLaughlin & 
Pfeifer, 1988; Wise et al., 1984). 
Numerous other authors have pointed out the need to provide teacher 
evaluators the requisite skills needed to be effective evaluators. Their 
research on teacher evaluation consistently reflects the need for 
administrators training.in teacher evaluation procedures and skills (Hunter, 
1988, Stiggins & Duke, 1988; Wise et al., 1984; Millman & Darling-Hammond, 
1990). In order for teacher evaluation to be productive the supervisor must 
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have the resources to provide the kind of help necessary to impact teaching 
behaviors and instruction (Blumberg, 1980). The importance of training is 
one of the key underpinnings for successful evaluation systems (McGreal, 
1983). He also added that training, aside from observation techniques, 
conferencing, and feedback skills, should be attended by staff as well as 
administrators. In addition, McGreal concludes that the higher the resistance 
to evaluation, the more intense the evaluation training should be for staff and 
supervisors. 
Evaluator competence is instrumental in assuring that teacher 
evaluation is conducted in a valid, reliable, and helpful fashion. Even in 
situations where carefully constructed evaluation processes were developed, 
where evaluator competence was lacking, the system faltered (Wise et al., 
1984). Evaluator competence is complex and requires an ability to make sound 
judgments about teaching quality and appropriate recommendations. Both of 
these major functions require fundamental skills and knowledge in teaching 
methodologies, observation techniques, data analysis, conferencing, and 
remediation strategies (Manatt, 1985; Sweeney, 1983e). 
Brady (1985) noted that when teachers perceive the evaluator working 
with them, the entire climate of the school is improved: the staff feels more 
cohesive, expresses more satisfaction with innovations, and interacts more 
with one another. The level of trust between supervisor and teacher is a 
major factor in determining the quality of assistance the supervisor will be 
able to provide to teachers. Wise et al. (1984) stated the evaluator must possess 
two important qualities to be successful: 1) the ability to make sound 
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judgments about teaching quality, and 2) the ability to make concrete 
recommendations for improvement of teaching performance. In addition, for 
evaluators to be competent in these two areas, training is needed. 
There appear to be personal attributes and professional skills that relate 
to supervisory success. Are these supervisory attributes a product of 
personality or can they be learned? Research tells us that the skills can be 
learned (Glickman, 1990). In his research on developmental supervision, he 
suggests that the study of human learning intertwined with the principals of 
instructional supervision is necessary to become a competent evaluator. He 
believes that becoming proficient in supervisory skills is tremendously 
complex and that after becoming proficient in one orientation to evaluation, 
supervisors need to become capable in a variety of approaches to meet the 
developmental needs of teachers much the same as teachers attempt to meet 
the individual needs of students. The need for training becomes inherent to 
ensure supervisors acquire the skills necessary to become an effective 
evaluator. 
What specific training and preparation are required in order to promote 
growth-oriented evaluation? Stiggins (1986) suggests the most valuable 
knowledge supervisors must have is a vision and understanding of what 
constitutes good instruction. In addition a supervisor must possess quality 
communication skills in order to interact with teachers effectively. Training 
in these two skill areas must not be limited to only supervisors but needs to 
include teachers as well. He concludes that in order to develop in these two 
basic skills, technical training is necessary. 
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Stiggins, however, points out not only the importance of training but 
also specific areas that lead to evaluator competence. He suggests that key 
factors determine the success of teacher evaluation. Those factors include the 
people who participate in the evaluation and the manner and environment 
in which they interact. Those factors are explored in the following description 
of the attributes that contribute to the quality and impact of any teacher 
evaluation experience. 
Evaluation Attributes 
Stiggins and Duke (1988) provide a framework for examining 
evaluation. Duke and Stiggins (1986) propose that five factors are critical to the 
evaluation process: 1) the teacher, 2) the evaluator, 3) performance data, 4) 
feedback, and 5) the context of evaluation. They constructed these five factors 
after conducting a series of three studies conducted to determine the 
conditions under which teacher evaluation is most likely to foster the 
professional development of competent teachers. Based upon these five 
factors, the Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) Questionnaire was developed. 
The internal consistency and reliability of the (TEP) was calculated at .93 
(Stiggins, 1988). The TEP produces dependable information regarding the 
construct it is designed to measure. Further explanation of the development 
of the TEP is discussed in Chapter m. It is because of the high reliability and 
validity of the TEP that it is considered a valuable instrument in collecting 
data regarding teachers' perceptions of their evaluation experiences. It also is 
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capable of providing other pertinent information about the attributes of an 
evaluation process. 
The importance of these five factors is supported by their study. For 
example, teachers' expectations ( i.e., openness to criticism, willingness to take 
a risk, orientation to change, and knowledge of subject matter) are closely 
related to receptiveness to suggestions. In addition, effective evaluations are 
dependent on the teacher's orientation to change and his/her willingness to 
take risk in order to provide improved instruction. 
The following describes the five attributes that contribute to the quality 
and impact of the teacher evaluation. The first two attributes describe the 
people involved in the evaluation process. What is known is that both the 
teacher and the evaluator bring specific attributes that are keys to teachers' 
growth. Two other dimensions of the evaluation process are evaluation 
procedures and the quality of feedback given to teachers. Both attributes figure 
significantly into the degree of impact experience by teachers during the 
evaluation process. The last attribute, context of evaluation, describes the 
setting in which evaluation takes place. The factors influencing the 
evaluation context will also be described. 
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A. Teacher Attributes 
Several authors speak to the issue of teacher evaluation as a 
collaborative process. No matter how sophisticated a teacher 
evaluation system is, the teacher must be an active participant in 
the process. In addition, teachers' perceptions of their own 
abilities influence their choice of practices used in their 
classrooms (Ashton, 1986). In the case studies conducted by 
Stiggins and Duke (1988), nine teacher characteristics were 
identified that appeared to be linked to professional 
development. The key attributes of teachers are included in 
Table 1. 
B. Evaluator Attributes 
A second set of items derived from the Stiggins and Duke case 
studies included attributes of the evaluator. The results of the 
Stiggins and Duke case studies suggest that teacher growth in the 
context of evaluation is highly dependent upon the perceived 
skills, integrity, and knowledge of those doing the evaluating. 
Mohrman (1989) states that before evaluation can be effective the 
evaluator must be seen as credible. 
Even with all of the key elements in place however, there is, an 
additional component that must be present before an evaluation 
system can reach its full potential. "An environment of 
professional trust among teachers and supervisors is imperative 
to gather systematic data on performance, share relevant 
feedback, and undertake individually relevant professional 
development programs" (Acheson & Gall, 1987, p. 127). Duke 
and Stiggins (1987) also suggest that trust is a key factor in the 
success of the supervisor in helping teachers to change their 
Figure 1. Model to be used to examine the quality and impact of teacher 
performance evaluation in Iowa. 
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behaviors. Although it is difficult to identify specific supervisor 
behaviors that promote trust, several factors are closely associated 
with trustworthiness: confidentiality, how the supervisor deals 
with complaints, consistency, honesty, sincerity, and the 
development of collaboration within the supervisory process. 
The key attributes of the evaluator are included in Table 1. 
C Attributes of the Procedures 
The procedures and context of evaluation includes variables such 
as the amount of time spent on evaluation, professional 
development, clarity of policy statement, and the intended role of 
evaluation (accountability system vs. growth producing system). 
Accountability systems are normally defined by state law or 
collective bargaining agreements between teachers and school 
districts and emphasize the determination of minimal teacher 
competencies. Growth producing systems emphasize feedback 
that is purely constructive in nature. The accountability system 
has met with opposition from supporters of growth oriented 
supervisory system who contend that the accountability system 
rarely promotes teacher effectiveness (McGreal, 1983). In order 
for evaluation procedures to be productive and have a positive 
impact upon instruction, McGreal (1983) suggests that a sense of 
priorities such as the use of time, availability of resources, and 
energy given to teacher evaluation are key factors in successful 
teacher evaluation. The evaluation system must be linked to a 
structured, focused staff development program that reflects 
teacher needs as determined through evaluation. 
Procedures of teacher evaluation refer to three specific 
components of the teacher evaluation process: 1) the manner in 
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which performance standards are addressed, 2) the different 
methods of collecting data, and 3) the methods of collecting data 
on classroom performance (Stiggins & Duke, 1988). Teachers 
involvement must be present in all three procedural 
developments (Manatt, 1982). Each step in the development of 
the evaluation process can contribute significantly to the quality 
and impact of evaluation (Stiggins, 1988). The key attributes of 
the procedures are included in Table 1. 
D. Attributes of feedback 
One of the most rudimentary management skills is the ability to 
give feedback, yet it is a part of management that is often 
avoided. When done well, feedback can improve performance 
and strengthen relationships; when done poorly, feedback can be 
destructive to employee relationships and actually reduce 
motivation in the work place (Mohrman, 1988). 
In any organization, where people are growing, reinforcing 
feedback is present (Senge, 1990). Sweeney (1983d) suggests that 
all roads of the evaluation meet at the conference. His premise is 
that the ability to give quality feedback is a primary factor in 
successful teacher evaluation. Consequently, the ability to give 
growth-producing feedback is an important component to 
successful teacher evaluation. The ability to convey information 
and feedback in a conference setting is a critical step in the 
evaluation process (Stiggins, 1988). McGreal (1983) noted that the 
way feedback is presented to a teacher directly affects the 
supervisor-teacher relationship and the teacher's willingness to 
participate in instructional improvement. Several conditions 
need to be present before feedback can be useful. For example. 
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effective feedback should represent information directly related 
to teacher performance in order to establish confidence between 
the evaluator and teacher. Also, teachers' reactions to feedback 
are generally more receptive when it is descriptive in nature 
rather than evaluative. Other considerations that need to be 
examined by evaluators to insure effective feedback are: accuracy 
of feedback, relevant data, specific behaviors one desires to 
change, how can the feedback be most effectively delivered, and 
anticipated acceptance of feedback (Mohrman et al., 1989). 
It is one thing to collect useful data on teaching performance and 
quite another issue to translate this data into meaningful 
feedback for teachers. Evaluators' ability to synthesize data and 
report back to the teacher in a meaningful way is critical to the 
entire evaluation process. 
Millman (1981) suggested that the most needed change in teacher 
evaluation that is the result of recent classroom research is the 
recognition of the need for multiple approaches when assessing 
teacher competency. While classroom observation is the most 
common method of collecting performance data, other sources 
can provide meaningful information for making judgments 
about classroom performance. Millman (1986) states, "Effective 
teaching in the classroom cannot be measured by attending to a 
single variable or narrow range of variables, such as teacher 
behavior." For example, to determine how well students are 
performing, samples of student work, projects, homework, 
quizzes, and tests are all viable and useful performance data. 
Stiggins and Duke (1986) suggest students can provide useful data 
on teacher performance. Students, for example, are in the best 
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position to analyze the clarity of teacher directions and to assess 
the classroom climate. Artifact collection is yet another source of 
data. Collecting lesson plans, tests, notes to students, and 
gradebooks and assessing student daily work can provide insight 
into teacher effectiveness. The key attributes of feedback are 
included in Table 1. 
E. Evaluation Context 
Three factors, based on case studies, (Stiggins & Duke, 1986) 
determine the context of teacher evaluation. The history of labor 
relations helps shape the context of evaluation. If teachers are 
highly involved in determining performance standards and 
identifying resources for professional development, teachers are 
more likely to feel ownership in the system. The amount of time 
dedicated to teacher evaluation indicates the commitment level 
within the district. In addition, the commitment of resources to 
professional development is another key factor that contributes 
to professional growth. 
Figure 1 (continued) 
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Table 1. Variables representing specific attributes of the evaluator, teacher 
feedback, procedures, context of evaluation, perceived quality of 
evaluation, and impact on teaching. 
Attributes of thg Teacher 
1. Expectation of Self 
2. Risk Taking 
3. Orientation to Change 
4. Openness to Criticism 
5. Technical Knowledge 
6. Subject Knowledge 
7. Experience (Content) 
8. Experience with Evaluation 
9. Teaching level 
10. Gender 
Attributes of the Evaluator 
1. Credibility 
2. Relationship to Teacher 
3. Trustworthiness 
4. Interpersonal Manner 
5. Temperament 
6. Flexibility 
7. Technical Knowledge 
8. Capacity to Model 
9. Familiar with Classroom 
10. Experience in Classroom 
11. Useful Suggestions 
12. Persuasive Rationale 
Attributes of Procedures 
1. Standards Communicated 
2. Standards Clear 
3. Standards Endorsed 
4. Standards Unique 
5. Classroom Observation 
6. Examine Records 
7. Examine Achievement 
8. No. of Formal Observations 
9. No. of Informal Observations 
Attributes of Feedback 
1. Amount of Information 
2. Frequency of Formal Evaluation 
3. Frequency of Informal Evaluation 
4. Depth of Information 
5. Quality of Ideas 
6. Specificity of Information 
7. Nature of information 
8. Timing of Feedback 
9. Focused on Standards 
Context of Evaluation 
1. Time Spent on Evaluation 
2. Time for Professional Development 
3. Training Available 
4. Clear Evaluation Policy 
5. Intended Role 
Quality of Evaluation 
1. Planning for evaluation 
2. Classroom Observations 
3. Feedback process 
Impact on Teaching 
1. Teaching Practices 
2. Teaching Attitudes 
3. Understanding the teaching process 
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CHAPTER m 
METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the procedure followed to conduct this study. 
The sample is described in the first section of the chapter. The Teacher 
Evaluation Profile (TEP) is described in the second section. The third section 
of this chapter describes the method employed for gathering data for this 
survey. The fourth and final section presents the data analysis procedures. 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of 
the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were outweighed by 
the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge sought, that 
confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed consent was obtained by 
appropriate procdures. 
Sample 
This study included a stratified random sample of 1040 teachers from 
208 randomly selected Iowa schools, where the principal has been employed a 
minimum of three years. A proportionate number of elementary schools 
(104), middle school/junior high schools (52), and high schools (52), in the 
State of Iowa were selected. Five teachers from each school who have worked 
with the same principal for at least three years were selected. The teachers' 
names were obtained from the Basic Education Data Survey, (BEDS), a 
document that collects data on all teacher and principal assignments in the 
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State of Iowa. These records and samples were acquired from the Iowa 
Department of Education. 
Instrument 
The Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) was used in acquiring 
information from teachers in Iowa as to their perceptions of teacher 
evaluation. The TEP, developed by Stiggins (1986), is a data collection 
instrument that identifies important factors or attributes that promote the the 
professional development of teachers (Stiggins, 1986). The TEP has also been 
used to establish the impact of change on teacher evaluation systems. The 
following is a description of the TEP's development. 
The research leading to the development of the TEP incorporated the 
results of a three phase study. Phase I of the study began with an in-depth 
investigation of teacher evaluation systems in four school districts. The 
purpose of this study was to reveal obstacles to teacher growth under current 
evaluation practices. Teacher and administrator interviews exposed critical 
weaknesses in the evaluation environment and mechanisms that prevented 
teacher growth. Four common factors preventing teacher growth surfaced as a 
result of this study. They were: 1) a lack of training in effective evaluation 
and feedback procedures among evaluators, 2) insufficient time for principals 
to effectively evaluate, 3) a lack of trust between teachers and supervisors, 
and 4) the emphasis on accountability-driven evaluations rather than on 
promoting teacher growth. 
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Phase n of the TEP development directed attention toward successful 
teacher evaluations, identifying and reviewing incidents where teachers 
reported professional growth as a result of performance evaluation. Although 
only thirty case studies of successful evaluation were documented, certain 
commonalities surfaced. These were: 1) elements that teachers brought to the 
evaluation that affected the positive results of the experience, 2) attributes the 
evaluator brought to the evaluation process that made a contribution toward a 
successful evaluation experience, 3) procedures used in data collection 4) 
quality of feedback delivered to the teacher, and 5) the general context (clear 
policies and intended role of evaluation). These five components or attributes 
were recognized as key to effective growth-producing teacher evaluation. 
Phase m of the TEP development was designed to determine if the 
attributes identified in the cases of successful evaluation were the same 
attributes missing from evaluations resulting in little growth. Furthermore, 
the study also assessed teachers who experienced moderate growth and 
examined whether a correlation was present to a moderate amount of the 
positive attributes. Finally, teachers experiencing important growth but not 
involved in the Phase I of this study were asked to identify key attributes that 
were a part of their successful evaluation experiences. 
To collect more information, a questionnaire was developed and sent to 
400 teachers who were asked to describe their most recent evaluation 
experiences. First, the questionnaire asked teachers to rate the overall quality 
and impact of their most recent evaluation experiences. Then teachers were 
asked to describe nine specific aspects of themselves as teachers, such as the 
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strength of their expectations of themselves and their orientation to risk 
taking and change. These were attributes that seemed important in the 
successful cases studied in the previous investigation. 
Next, the teachers were asked to describe their perceptions of the person 
who evaluated their performance, in terms of credibility as a source of 
feedback on teaching, interpersonal manner, and knowledge of the technical 
aspects of teaching. Other questions sought information regarding evaluation 
procedures, feedback strategies, and the evaluation context (i.e., intended role 
of evaluation, time spent evaluating, and policies governing evaluation). 
Phase m of this study confirmed that the identification of elements 
described by the study were linked to growth-producing teacher evaluations 
and validated the content of the Teacher Evaluation Profile. 
Instrument Validity 
An assessment instrument is valid to the extent that it provides an 
accurate representation of the attributes it intends to measure. The TEP was 
designed to provide an accurate picture of selected key factors of teacher 
evaluations in a particular school district. Its validity was established during 
its development by conducting a content analysis of growth-producing teacher 
evaluation environments and designing the TEP systematically to include key 
dimensions of those environments. A collection and analysis of 
questionnaire responses verified the predictive validity of those dimensions. 
Regression analysis using the TEP items to predict perceived overall quality 
and impact for users consistently produced multiple correlations in excess of 
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.80. In addition, a factor analysis of the 44-item intercorrelation matrix 
revealed five factors very similar in composition to those designed into the 
instrument, suggesting an appropriate degree of construct validity (Stiggins & 
Duke, 1988). 
Instrument Reliability 
Reliable instruments are those capable of producing dependable or 
consistent data of variable interest. Stiggins, (1986) established the 
dependability of the TEP by demonstrating that the combined set of 44 items 
provides an internally consistent portrait of the teacher evaluation 
environment. The internal consistency of the instrument as a whole is .93. 
Internal consistency reliability estimates of each of the five subscales are 
reported on Table 2, along with subscale intercorrelations. 
Table 2. Internal consistency reliability and intercorrelations among 
original five scales 
0) (2) (3) (4) 
Attributes of the teacher .72 
Attributes of evaluator .22 .94 
Attributes of evaluation feedback .17 .58 .77 
Attributes of feedback .16 .70 .76 .89 
Attributes of the context .18 .55 .58 .60 
The very high estimate of internal consistency of the total instrument 
suggests that the scales are both internally consistent and highly correlated. 
The scale intercorrelations in Table 3 show this to be the case. While the scale 
related to attributes of the teacher appears quite independent of the others, the 
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other four scales are moderately to highly correlated. Thus, the TEP has the 
capability of providing reliable, valid and pertinent information about teacher 
evaluation processes. Specifically, the TEP purports to diagnose particular 
problems associated with teacher evaluation practices. Schools can use the 
survey results to compare items which best predict growth producing impact 
on evaluation. Specific feedback of this nature allows a school to take 
prescriptive steps to revise evaluation procedures for improvement. 
Instrwnent Sensitivity 
Sensitive data collecting instruments are those capable of generating 
high precision results to allow users to make desired differentiation on the 
bases of scores or attributes of interest. The TEP was designed to be powerful 
enough to detect the unique dimensions of the teacher evaluation contexts. 
During the TEP's development, it was administered to five pilot districts in 
order to test the degree to which it could detect differences in the profiles of 
those districts. Results of a multivariate analysis of variance of the five 
subscale scores across the five districts, as reported in Table 3, demonstrates a 
sufficiently sensitive instrument. 
Technical characteristics of the TEP reveal its quality and ability to 
provide accurate representation of the attribute it is attempting to measure. 
The TEP's function is to provide an accurate picture of some of the key 
dimensions of the teacher evaluation process. The TEP's validity was 
established by Stiggins during its development by conducting research to 
determine key elements of growth-producing teacher evaluation 
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environments. The key elements were then used to determine the items 
most predictable in determining how effective a school's evaluation process 
was fostering growth-producing results. 
Table 3. Results of one-way multivariate analysis of variance comparing 
scale scores across districts 
F df E 
Multivariate 8.44 24,814 .OOO*"» 
Univariate: 
Teacher attributes 2.96 4,460 .020» 
Evaluator attributes 7.68 .000** 
Procedures 13.19 .000»* 
Feedback 7.10 .000** 
Context 4.51 .001** 
^significant at .05 
"^^significant at .01 
For this study, the TEP has been modified so that after reacting to each 
question, respondents were asked for their analysis of each particular attribute 
as they perceived it to be three years ago. By querying teachers who have been 
with the same principal for the past three years this study can access 
information which compares the evaluator's current attributes with those 
perceived to exist three years ago. The TEP was modified for this study by 
asking for teachers' perceptions of each particular attribute as they remember 
it to be three years ago. 
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Below is an example of the survey format. 
37. Usefulness of suggestions for improvements Useless 12345 Useful 
38. Three years ago. 12345 
It should also be noted that while the questions regarding context are included 
in the survey, they are not included in the study model and will not be used 
for hypothesis testing. 
Procedures 
The Teacher Evaluation Profile (TEP) was used as the data collection 
instrument. The instrument was field tested in February with ten teachers in 
the Ballard School District and with five graduate students from Iowa State 
University. A letter was sent to all principals with teachers who participated 
in the study. The purpose of the letter was to inform principals of the purpose 
of this study and assure them of confidentiality. 
After the initial survey was mailed, a follow-up letter was sent to 
subjects who had not responded within two week of the initial mailing. 
Below are the procedures for conducting this study: 
• Review of literature and design study 
• Obtain Program of Studies Committee approval for the study. 
• File for approval from the Human Subject Committee to conduct 
the study. 
• The Department of Public Instruction assisted in drawing a random 
sample of 300 schools for this study. 
• From the sample of 300 schools, 208 principals were selected that 
have completed I-LEAD training. 
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• A random sample of five teachers were selected from the sample of 
208 schools. 
• The 640 teachers from these 208 schools were the sample group that 
responded to the survey instrument (TEP). 
• The type of evaluator approval training that each principal obtained 
was determined by reviewing the Department of Education's records 
specifying the date and type of training each principal in the state has 
received. 
• Conducted a field test of the modified TEP with ten teachers from 
the Ballard Community School District. 
• Made modifications to the modified TEP based on feedback received 
from the field test. 
• Sent surveys to the 640 teachers participating in the study. Sent 
letters to teachers' principals informing them of the study. 
• Sent a follow-up letter to all respondents two weeks after the initial 
survey mailing asking those who have not returned their survey to 
do so. 
• Collected data, tabulated data, and conducted data analysis. 
• Prepare scholarly paper relevant to the findings of the study. 
The data were analyzed using statistical analysis programs SPSS-X and 
SAS. 
Inferential statistics used in this study included the t-test for matched 
pairs, one-way Anova, Pearson correlation, and stepwise multiple regression. 
The analyses used individual teachers as the unit of analyis. It might be 
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argued that this is a nested design and that in those schools where more than 
3 teachers provided data they should be analyzed separately using the school 
or principal in the unit of analysis. It was determined that 3-5 teachers did not 
contribute a large enough n to warrant a nested design. 
The dependent t-test was used to determine if differences existed 
between the ratings given by teachers now and the ratings given to their 
perceptions of three years ago. The t-test, and inferential statistic, is designed 
to examine the difference between means. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
was used to test the hypothesis where two or more levels of variables were 
present. 
Pearson correlations were calculated to determine the relationship 
between overall quality, attributes of evaluation, and other relevant factors. A 
stepwise multiple regression analysis was employed to determine the amount 
of variance in teacher evaluation contributed by each of the four attribute 
categories (teacher attributes, attributes of procedures, attributes of the 
evaluator, and attributes of feedback). 
The Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficient for the pool of 58 items was 
calculated to be .9659. This high reliability coefficient indicates that the items 
contained in the pool were consistently measuring quality, impact, and the 
attributes of evaluation. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS AND RESEARCH 
Findings 
This study examined Iowa teachers' perceptions of performance 
evaluation before and after evaluator training. This study also examined if 
teachers' perceptions of their attributes, of feedback, of the evaluator, and of 
procedures, and the quality and impact of their most recent evaluation 
experience as significantly more positive than perceptions of these elements 
three years ago. Furthermore, it examined whether there was a significant 
relationship between Iowa evaluator attributes, attributes of feedback, 
procedural attributes, attributes of the teacher, and the quality of evaluation 
and impact on teaching. Finally, it examined teachers perceptions of quality 
evaluation based on years of experience. 
Six hundred and nineteen teachers from two hundred and eight schools 
participated in this study. One hundred and four elementary schools, fifty-two 
middle/junior high schools, and fifty-two high schools were randomly 
selected from all of the school districts in Iowa where the principal had 
completed evaluator fraining. Five teachers from each of the one hundred 
and four elementary schools, five teachers from each of the fifty-two 
middle/junior high schools, and five teachers from each of the fifty-two high 
schools were randomly selected to participate in the study. Both the teacher 
and the principal from each of the schools had to have worked together for a 
minimum of three years. 
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Data were collected by using an eighty-seven item questionnaire, 
developed by Stiggins (1988), to gain information about teachers' perceptions 
of their most recent evaluation and was revised to determine their 
perceptions three years ago.. Item reliability and validity measures were 
carefully analyzed and compared to the original reliability and validity 
measures. 
Descriptive Statistics 
The demographic data presented in the first part of this section describes 
the respondents. Participants indicated their gender, level at which they 
taught, years of experience, gender of their evaluator, and the size of the 
school in which they taught. Following the descriptive data are analyses of 
the impact and quality of evaluation and data related to the four attributes of 
evaluation. 
Table 4 shows means and percent of teachers who returned surveys 
from each of the two hundred and eight schools. It also shows the teaching 
level of the respondents. Sixty-four percent of the schools have at least 3 or 
more respondents. Twenty-seven percent have four teachers respond from 
each school. In twenty-four (12%) of the two hundred and eight schools all 5 
of the teachers who were surveyed responded. Eleven percent of the schools 
had no teachers respond. 
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Table 4. Frequency and percent of respondents from elementary, junior 
high/middle school, and high school 
P P P P 
e e e e 
Number of Elementary r Junior r High r r 
Respondents School c High/Middle r School c Total c 
per school e School e e e 
n n n n 
t t t t 
0 10 10 0 0 1 1 11 5 
1 9 9 5 9 3 6 17 8 
2 19 18 14 27 14 27 47 23 
3 24 23 14 27 14 27 52 25 
4 30 29 13 25 14 27 57 27 
5 12 11 6 12 6 12 24 12 
Totals 104 100 52 100 52 100 208 100 
Table 5 shows the years of teaching experience of those responding to 
the survey. Fifty-six percent of those responding have sixteen or more years of 
experience. Another twenty-seven percent of the sample have at least eleven 
years of experience. Only 2 percent had 5 or less years of teaching experience. 
Table 6 shows the frequency and percent of male and female evaluators 
in the one hundred and ninety-seven schools included in the study. Most of 
the respondents (91%) were males, only six percent of the respondents were 
female. 
Table 7 shows the frequency and percent of males and females that 
responded to the survey. Sixty-four percent were female. Nineteen 
respondents failed to identify gender. 
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Table 5. Years of experience of respondents, frequency, and cumulative 
percent 
Frequency Relative Cum 
Percent Percent 
2 to 5 years 13 2.1 94.0 
6 to 10 years 93 15.0 17.2 
11 to 15 years 164 26.5 43.7 
16 or more years 348 56.2 100.0 
No response 1 0.2 
Total 619 100.0 100.0 
Table 6. Frequency and percent of evaluator gender 
Frequency Relative Adjusted 
Percent Percent 
Male 565 91.3 94.0 
Female 36 5.8 6.0 
Not specified 18 2.9 missing 
Total 619 100.0 100.0 
Table 7. Teachers' gender by frequency and percent 
Frequency Relative Adjusted 
Percent Percent 
Male 204 33.0 34.0 
Female 396 64.0 66.0 
Not specified 19 3.1 missing 
Total 619 100.0 100.0 
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Table 8 shows how teachers rated the quality of evaluation before and 
after training. Before training 41 percent rated their most recent evaluation 
quality " good" to "super good". After training 57 percent rated their 
evaluation quality "good" to "super good," a 16 percent increase. Prior to 
training, 13 percent rated their evaluation quality "poor" to "super poor" 
while after training 8.6 percent of the teachers rated their evaluation quality as 
"poor" to "super poor," a decrease of 4.4 percent. The mean quality rating 
before training was 5.57 and after training 6.21, an increase of .64. 
Table 9 shows how teachers responded when asked how teacher 
evaluation impacted their teaching. Before evaluator training 16.1 percent 
rated evaluation impact as "good" to "super good." After evaluator training 
19.3 percent viewed evaluation impact as "good" to "super good," an increase 
of 3.2 percent. Prior to the training 31.8 percent of the teachers rated their 
evaluation "poor" to "super poor," while after training 34 percent of the 
teachers rated their evaluation quality as "poor" to "super poor," an increase 
of 2.2 percent. Before training the mean impact rating was 3.89 while after 
training the mean impact rating was 4.0, an increase of .11. 
Attributes of the the Teacher 
Table 10 shows teachers self-analysis of their attributes before and after 
evaluator training. After training teachers rate themselves highest in subject 
matter knowledge (4.44) and professional expectations (4.40). Risk taking is 
the lowest (3.67) rated attribute. The largest gain after training was in 
knowledge of teaching. It was rated at 3.53 before training and 4.10 after 
41 
training, an increase of .57. Professional expectations (.15) and orientation to 
change (.16) showed the least gain. Teachers were more positive about all 
seven attributes after training. The mean rating raised from 3.62 before 
training to 3.93 after training an increase of .30. 
Table 8. Teacher ratings of the quality of evaluation before and after training. 
(N=597) 
Before Training After Training 
Quality Value Valid Value Valid Difference 
Percent S.D. Percent S.D. 
Super Poor 0 2.3 0 2.5 +0.2 
Very Poor 1 4.2 1 2.7 -1.5 
Poor 2 6.5 2 3.4 -3.1 
Low 3 6.5 3 5.4 -1.1 
Average 4 8.5 4 6.2 -2.3 
Moderate 5 10.0 5 14.6 -4.6 
Moderately 
Good 6 12.0 6 8.5 -3.5 
Good 7 17.5 7 21.4 +3.9 
Very Good 8 14.0 8 21.6 +7.6 
Super Good 9 9.3 9 13.7 +4.4 
Mean Quality 5.57 2.32 6.21 2.29 +.64 
Rating 
scale = 0 (super poor) to 9 (super good) 
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Table 9. Teacher perceptions of the impact of evaluation. 
Before Training After Training 
Impact Value Valid Value Valid Difference 
Percent S.D. Percent S.D. 
Super Poor 0 9.7 0 8.5 -1..2 
Very Poor 1 11.1 1 13.0 +1.9 
Poor 2 11.0 2 12.5 +1.5 
Low 3 12.0 3 9.7 -2.3 
Average 4 10.5 4 9.2 -1.3 
Moderate 5 16.2 5 18.0 +1.8 
Moderately 6 9.0 6 9.7 +.7 
Good 
Good 7 6.9 7 9.8 +2.9 
Very Good 8 5.8 8 6.0 +0.2 
Super Good 9 3.4 9 3.5 +0.1 
Mean Impact 
Rating/standard 3.89 2.50 4.0 2.53 +0.11 
deviation 
scale = 0 (super poor) to 9 (super good) 
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Table 10. Self-analysis of teacher attributes reported by teachers before and 
after evaluator training. (N=619) 
Teacher Attributes Before After 
Training S.D. Training S.D. 
Difference 
Professional Expectations 4.25 4.40 .15 
Risk Taking 3.36 3.67 .31 
Orientation to Change 3.92 4.08 .16 
Orientation to Experiment 3.59 3.92 .33 
Open to Criticism 3.50 3.74 .24 
Knowledge of Teaching 3.53 4.10 .57 
Subject Matter Knowledge 4.07 4.44 .37 
Average/Standard deviation 3.62 .52 3.93 .47 .30 
scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Attributes of Feedback 
Table 11 shows teachers' perceptions of evaluator feedback before and 
after training. Nine factors describe the attributes of feedback provided by 
evaluators. Timing of feedback (3.65) and feedback on district standards (3.64) 
are the highest rated attributes of feedback. Frequency of formal (2.49) and 
frequency of informal (2.56) feedback are the two areas teachers rated the 
lowest. The greatest increase that resulted from training was in the specificity 
of information provided by evaluators, an increase of .27. The least gains that 
resulted from fraining were in the areas of informal feedback(.09) and formal 
feedback (.10). Teachers were more positive about all the feedback attributes 
after training. The mean rating of feedback atfributes before training is 2.94 
and after fraining is 3.11, an increase of .17. 
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Table 11. Attributes of Feedback before and after training. (N=619) 
Attributes of Feedback 
Difference 
Before 
Training S.D. 
After 
Training S.D. 
Amount of Information 3.13 3.31 .18 
Frequency of Formal Feedback 2.39 2.49 .10 
Frequency of Informal Feedback 2.47 2.56 .09 
Depth of Information 2.75 2.96 .21 
Quality of Ideas 2.79 2.98 .21 
Specificity of Information 2.78 3.05 .27 
Nature of Information 3.26 3.48 .22 
Timing of Feedback 3.51 3.65 .14 
Feedback on District Standards 3.41 3.64 .23 
Average/Standard Deviation 2.94 .85 3.11 .89 .17 
scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Attributes of the Evaluation Procedures 
Table 12 provides the attributes of the evaluation procedures examined 
in the study. Observation information used (4.10) is rated highest. Time spent 
on evaluations before training (2.84) and after training (3.07) received the 
lowest rating. The greatest increase that resulted from training was in 
standards communicated (3.57) and clarity of standards (3.74), both with a .32 
increase. The least gain that resulted from training was in the observation 
information used (4.10) and accountability vs. teacher growth (3.26) a .17 and a 
.21 increase respectively. Teachers were more positive about all five attributes 
of procedures after training. The mean rating rose from 3.30 before training 
to 3.55 after training, an increase of .25. 
4 5  
Table 12. Teacher perceptions of the evaluation procedures before and after 
evaluator training. 
Attributes of Procedures Before 
Training S.D. 
After 
Training S.D. 
Difference 
Standards Communicated 3.25 3.57 .32 
Clarity of Standards 3.42 3.74 .32 
Observation Information Used 3.93 4.10 .17 
Time Spent on Evaluations 2.84 3.07 .23 
Accountability vs 
Teacher growth 3.05 3.26 .21 
Average/standard deviation 3.30 .74 3.55 .78 .25 
scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Attributes of the Evaluator 
Table 13 shows the five attributes of the evaluator that affect the quality 
of teacher evaluation. Both before training and after training teachers 
indicated that they have good working relationships with their evaluators. 
Interpersonal manner (3.98) and working relationship (3.96) are rated highest 
by the teachers. The greatest increases that resulted from training were in 
evaluator flexibility and working relationship, an increase of .23 and.l7 
respectively. This is in contrast to their ratings of their evaluators' expertise 
in technical aspects of teaching and supervision. Modeling (3.09) and 
providing persuasive rationale (3.18) were rated much lower. The least 
increase as a result of evaluator training occurred in the capacity to model, an 
increase of 
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.11. All eleven evaluator attributes were perceived to be more positive after 
training. The mean rating for all eleven attributes raised from 3.50 before 
training to 3.65 after training, an increase of .15. 
Table 13. Teachers' perceptions of evaluator attributes before and after 
training. (N=619) 
Evaluator Attributes Before After 
Training S.D. Training S.D. 
Difference 
Interpersonal 
Working relationship (helpful) 3.79 3.96 .17 
Level of Trust 3.79 3.90 .11 
Interpersonal manner (nonthreat) 3.84 3.98 .14 
Temperament 3.76 3.89 .13 
Flexibility 3.37 3.60 .23 
Total 3.71 3.87 .16 
Technical Skills 
Technical Knowledge 3.56 3.77 .21 
Capacity to Model 2.98 3.09 .11 
Familiarity with classroom 3.33 3.48 .15 
Usefulness of Suggestions 3.47 3.60 .13 
Persuasiveness of rationale 3.05 3.18 .13 
Average 3.28 3.44 .16 
Credibility 3.40 3.58 .18 
Total Average/standard deviation 3.50 .89 3.65 .91 .15 
Scale = 1 (low) to 5 (high) 
Hypothesis Testing 
Nine hypotheses were formulated to determine the effects of evaluator 
approval training. Hypotheses were tested for significance at the .05 level. 
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The hypotheses are presented in the order the questions were posed for the 
study. 
Hypothesis 1 
There is no significant difference between the perceived quality of the 
1990 evaluation and the perceived quality of evaluation in 1987. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a 
significant difference between the perceived quality of evaluation before 
evaluator training and the perceived quality of evaluation after evaluator 
training. Findings related to Hypothesis 1 are presented in Table 14. The data 
were analyzed using a paired comparison t-test based on the rejection of the 
null hypothesis of equal variance. There were differences between the 
teachers' perceptions of the quality of evaluation before training and after 
training. The quality of evaluation was rated 6.23 after training while the 
quality of evaluation was rated 5.57 before training. The t-value (6.49) was 
significant (p=.0001), therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 2 
There is no significant difference between the perceived impact of 
evaluation in 1990 and the perceived impact of evaluation in 1987. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a 
significant difference between the perceived impact of evaluation in 1990 and 
the perceived impact of evaluation in 1987. Findings related to Hypothesis 2 
are presented in Table 15. The data were analyzed using a separate t-test based 
on a rejection of the null hypothesis of equal variance. There were no 
significant differences between the teachers' perceptions on impact of 
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evaluation. The impact of evaluation was rated 4.02 in 1990 while the impact 
of evaluation was rated 3.89 in 1987. The t-value (.93) was not significant 
(p=.35), therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
Table 14. Comparison of quality of evaluation before training and quality of 
evaluation after training. 
Quality Quality Mean Standard T-
Before After Difference Error Score Probability 
of the Mean 
Quality 5.57 6.21 .64 1.06 6.49 .0001** 
scale = 0 (super poor) to 9 (super good) 
*significant at .05 
**significant at .01 
Table 15. Comparison of impact of evaluation before training and impact of 
evaluation after training. 
Impact Impact Mean 
Before After Difference 
Standard 
Error 
T-
Score Probability 
Training Training of the Mean 
Impact 
scale 0 
3.89 4.02 .11 
= (super poor) to 9 (super good) 
.989 .93 .354 
*significant at .05 
**significant at .01 
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Hypothesis 3 
There is no significant difference between the perceived teacher 
attributes of evaluation in 1990 and the perceived teacher attributes in 
1987 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a significant 
difference between the perceived teacher attributes in 1990 and the perceived 
teacher attributes in 1987. Findings related to Hypothesis 3 are presented in 
Table 16. The data were analyzed using a separate t-test based on the rejection 
of the null hypothesis of equal variance. There was a difference between 
perceptions of the teacher attributes in 1990 compared to perceptions of the 
teacher attributes in 1987. Teacher attributes were rated 3.93 in 1990 and 3.63 in 
1987. The t-value (14.51) was significant (p=.0001), therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 4 
There is no significant difference between the perceived evaluator 
attributes of evaluation in 1990 and the perceived evaluator attributes in 
1987. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a significant 
difference between the perceived evaluator attributes in 1990 and the perceived 
evaluator attributes in 1987. Findings related to Hypothesis 4 are presented in 
Table 17. The data were analyzed using a separate t-test based on the rejection 
of the null hypothesis of equal variance. There was a difference between 
perceptions of the evaluator attributes in 1990 compared to perceptions of the 
evaluator attributes in 1987. Teacher attributes were rated 3.65 in 1990 and 3.50 
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in 1987. The t-value of (3.74) was significant (p=.0001), therefore, the null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 5 
There is no significant difference between the perceived attributes of 
evaluation procedures in 1990 and the perceived attributes of evaluation 
procedures in 1987. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a significant 
difference between the perceived procedure attributes in 1990 and the perceived 
procedure attributes in 1987. Findings related to Hypothesis 5 are presented in 
Table 18. The data were analyzed using a separate t-test based on the rejection 
of the null hypothesis of equal variance. There was a significant difference 
between perceptions of procedure attributes in 1990 compared to perceptions of 
procedure attributes in 1987. Procedure attributes were rated 3.55 in 1990 and 
3.30 in 1987. The t-value of (6.32) was significant (p=.0001), therefore, teachers 
did report a difference between their perceptions of evaluation procedures in 
1987 and their perceptions of evaluation procedures in 1990. The null 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 6 
There is no significant difference between the perceived attributes of 
evaluation feedback in 1990 and the perceived attributes of evaluation 
feedback in 1987. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a significant 
difference between the perceived evaluation feedback attributes in 1990 and the 
perceived evaluation feedback attributes in 1987. Findings related to 
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Hypothesis 6 are presented in Table 19. The data were analyzed using a 
separate t-test based on the rejection of the null hypothesis of equal variance. 
There was a significant difference between perceptions of evaluation feedback 
attributes in 1990 compared to perceptions of evaluation feedback attributes in 
1987. Evaluation feedback was rated 3.11 in 1990 and 2.94 in 1987. The t-value 
(9.51) was significant (p=.0001), therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 16. Comparison of perceived attributes of the teacher in 1990 to perceived 
attributes of the teacher in 1987. 
Perceptions Perceptions 
Attribute Before After 
Training Training diff. t-score prob 
Teacher Attributes 3.62 3.93 .31 14.51 .0001*** 
scale 1 = (low) and 5 (high) 
"^significant at .05 
^^significant at .01 
Table 17. Comparison of perceived attributes of the evaluator in 1990 to 
perceived attributes of the evaluator in 1987. 
Perceptions Perceptions 
Attribute Before After 
Training Training diff. t-score prob 
Evaluator Attributes 3.50 3.65 .15 3.74 .0002** 
scale 1 = (low) to 5 (high) 
•significant at .05 
•^significant at .01 
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Table 18. Comparison of perceived attributes of evaluation procedures in 
1990 to perceived attributes of evaluation procedures in 1987. 
Perceptions Perceptions 
Attribute Before After 
Training Training diff. t-score prob 
Attributes of the Procedures 3.30 3.55 .25 6.32 .0001 •• 
scale 1 = (low) to 5 (high) 
•^significant at .05 
^•significant at .01 
Table 19. Comparison of perceived attributes of evaluation feedback in 1990 
to perceived attributes of evaluation feedback in 1987. 
Perceptions Perceptions 
Attribute Before After diff. t-score prob 
Training Training 
Attributes of Feedback 2.94 3.11 .16 9.51 .0001^^ 
scale 1 = (low) to 5 (high) 
•significant at .05 
••significant at .01 
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Hypothesis 7 
There is no significant relationship between teacher attributes, evaluator 
attributes, attributes of the procedures, and attributes of feedback and the 
quality of evaluation. 
Table 20 shows relationships between study variables. The strongest 
correlation between the quality of evaluation are the attributes of feedback and 
attributes of the evaluator. The squares of these coefficients, .504 and .422 
respectively, suggest that approximately 50% and 42% of the quality rating of 
evaluations might be predicted by attributes of feedback or attributes of the 
evaluator. 
Multiple regression was used to determine the relative impact of the 
attributes on the quality of evaluation. Because feedback was most highly 
correlated with evaluation quality, it was entered first in the stepwise 
regression. Table 21 shows the stepwise regression. Given that the four 
variables were highly intercorrelated and the obvious threat of 
multicollinearity, stepwise regression analyses were conducted for the other 
three variables, but are not shown here. Evaluator attributes, which had the 
next highest correlation (.65) accounted for 43% of the variance when entered 
first. Each of the other two attributes accounted for less than the 43% of the 
variance when entered first. 
Two separate analyses were done to determine which attributes best 
predicted quality of the evaluation. In the first analysis, the relationship was 
further investigated by using a multiple regression analysis for individual 
attributes. Table 21 shows the results of the multiple regression used to 
estimate the amount of variance contributed to evaluation quality by the four 
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attributes. The beta weight of 1.24 regression shows that attributes of feedback 
provided by the evaluator as the greatest predictor for determining the quality 
of the evaluation rating after training. The beta weights are not standardized 
beta weights. Attributes of the evaluator, with a beta weight of .65, was the 
next best predictor in determining the quality of evaluation. The t-value of 
feedback (4.64) was significant (p=.0001) and the t-value of the evaluator 
attributes (3.30) was significant (p=.00112), therefore, the null hypothesis was 
rejected for variables: attributes of feedback and attributes of the evaluator. 
The most important goal of the study was to determine the factors 
associated with the quality of education. The second analysis included one 
variable, evaluator gender, not a part of the first analysis. This was examined 
using multiple regression analysis. Table 22 shows the summary of the 
stepwise regression used to determine what made a difference. Four factors 
met the preset level for entry into the model: feedback, evaluator, evaluator 
gender and procedures. The model was significant at the .0001 level and 
accounted for 54 percent of the variance. More importantly, feedback 
contributed 48.6 percent of the 54 percent accounted for by the model. Again, 
in this multiple regression analysis, the null hypothesis was, the variables 
predicted quality of the evaluation attributes of feedback and attributes of 
evaluation. 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no difference between years of experience of teaching and the 
perceived quality of evaluation. 
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This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a significant 
difference between the perceived quality of evaluation by years of experience. 
Findings related to Hypothesis 8 are presented in Table 23. The data were 
analyzed using a ANOVA based on the rejection of the null hypothesis. There 
is no significant difference among the four groups of teachers. The F value 
(1.95) was not significant^ therefore the null hypothesis was accepted. 
Hypothesis 9 
There is no difference between years of experience of teaching and the 
perceived impact of evaluation. 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether there is a 
significant difference between the perceived impact of evaluation by years of 
teaching experience. Findings related to Hypothesis 9 are presented in Table 
24. The data were analyzed using a ANOVA based on the rejection of the null 
hypothesis. There was no significant difference among the four groups of 
teachers. The F value (2.17) was not significant, therefore the null hypothesis 
was not rejected. 
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Table 20. Internal consistency reliability and Pearson correlation coefficient 
of each of the four attribute categories and overall quality and 
impact rating. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
1. Attributes of the teacher .70 .35* .36* .37* .21* .25* 
2. Attributes of evaluator .94 .62* .76* .65* .53* 
3. Attributes of procedures .77 .78* .61* .48* 
4. Attributes of feedback .89 .71* .62* 
5. Quality — .54* 
6. Impact —• 
•significant at the .01 level 
Table 21. Multiple regression equation for the relationship between 
evaluation factors and quality of teacher evaluation (N=619) 
Attributes Betas T-Value Probability 
Feedback Attributes 1.24 4.64 .0001** 
Evaluator Attributes .65 3.30 .0012** 
Procedure Attributes .51 1.92 .06 
Teacher Attributes -.53 -1.79 ..08 
**significant at .01 
Table 22. Stepwise multiple regression equation for the relationship between 
evaluation factors and quality of teacher evaluation. 
Step Variable Entered Model R2 F Probability 
1 Feedback Attributes .486 177.97 .0001** 
2 Evaluator Attributes .516 11.89 .0008** 
3 Evaluator Gender .531 5.85 .0166 
4 Teacher Attributes .540 3.97 .0475 
**significant at .01 
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Table 23. Analysis of variance of perception of quality of teacher evaluation 
by years of experience. 
Years of experience N Mean Standard Deviation F 
2-5 years 15 5.23 2.65 1.95 
6-10 years 86 6.21 2.26 
11-15 years 161 5.98 2.40 
16 or more years 340 6.37 2.22 
Total 602 6.22 2.29 
Table 24. Analysis of variance of perception of impact of teacher evaluation 
by years of experience. 
Years of experience N Mean Standard Deviation F 
2-5 years 13 2.77 2.65 2.17 
6-10 years 86 4.11 2.26 
11-15 years 160 3.74 2.40 
16 or more years 341 4.17 2.58 
Total 602 4.02 2.54 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Smnmary 
On Jvily 1,1990, in addition to endorsements required under State of Iowa 
certification requirements, supervisors who conducted evaluations needed to 
possess an evaluator approval endorsement. The requirements included the 
completion of a thirty hour training program approved by the board of 
educational examiners as follows: 
1. For evaluation of teachers, the development of lesson plans, 
classroom observation, analysis of data, performance improvement 
strategies, and communication skills. 
2. For evaluation of certificated employees other than teachers, the 
development of skills including but not limited to communication 
skills, analysis of employee performance, analysis of data, and 
performance improvement strategies. 
The primary purposes of this study were to: 1) determine if evaluator 
approval training made a difference in the perceived quality of teacher 
evaluation in Iowa; 2) examine the quality and impact of evaluation in 
relation to teacher attributes, evaluator attributes, procedure attributes, and 
feedback attributes; 3) and to determine if years of experience affects the 
perceived quality of evaluation. In essence, the study was designed to 
determine if state mandated evaluator approval training made a difference on 
the perceived quality of evaluation, the relationship between quality of 
evaluation and factors influencing evaluation quality, and if years of teacher 
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experience affect how teachers view the quality and impact of teacher 
evaluation in Iowa. 
In this chapter, conclusions based on the findings are summarized and 
discussed and recommendations submitted for further research. The chapter 
has been organized into the following sections: (1) summary, (2) conclusions, 
(3) discussion, (4) limitations, and (5) recommendations for future research. 
A summary of the findings based on data gathered from Iowa teachers 
completing the TEP survey in the spring of 1990 follows. Data were collected 
from 619 Iowa teachers who were evaluated by the same principal between 
1987 and 1990. Teachers who responded to the survey rated evaluation 
attributes before and after evaluator training. During the Spring of 1990, Iowa 
teachers completed the Teacher Evaluation Profile designed to assess the 
quality of teacher evaluation as well as to examine the relationship of the four 
attributes to the quality of evaluation. 
Six hundred and nineteen teachers from two hundred and eight Iowa 
schools provided the data. One hundred and four elementary schools, fifty-
two middle/junior high schools, and fifty-two high schools were included in 
this study. Five teachers from each of the schools were randomly selected to 
participate in this study. Of the 1040 surveys mailed, 619 were completed and 
valid, a 60% return rate. Of the 619 teachers returning surveys, 302 were 
elementary, 158 were middle school, and 159 were high school teachers. The 
teachers indicated the gender of their evaluator. Five hundred and sixty five 
of the principals were male and thirty-six were female while eighteen did not 
identify evaluator gender. 
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The questionnaire was comprised of eighty-eight questions. The 
estimates of internal consistency of the questionnaire and its subscales support 
the ability of the TEP to collect quality information about teachers' perceptions 
of their evaluation experiences. The validity of the TEP allowed this study to 
draw relevant conclusions about teacher evaluation in Iowa and to make 
inferences about several factors relating to the status of Iowa teacher 
evaluation. 
To determine if the quality of evaluation had improved after evaluator 
approval training, teachers were asked for their perceptions to compare their 
most recent evaluation with the evaluation they experienced three years ago. 
This study's results were dependent upon teachers' ability to make judgments 
regarding their most recent evaluation and an evaluation from three years 
before. Data were analyzed using statistical analysis programs SPSS-X and 
SAS. Inferential statistics used in this study included the t-test for unmatched 
pairs, one-way Anova, Pearson correlation, and stepwise multiple regression. 
Conclusions 
This study has implications for future teacher evaluation training in 
Iowa. Selected findings are summarized below and are followed by discussion. 
1. Was there a significant difference between the quality of evaluation 
reported by Iowa teachers prior to evaluator approval training and 
that reported after evaluator approval training? Sixty-five percent of 
the teachers rated the quality of evaluation as "moderately good" to 
"super good" after evaluator approval training. More than 16 
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percent of the Iowa teachers sampled reported the quality of 
evaluation as " moderately good" to "super good" after evaluator 
training. Nearly eight percent more teachers (7.6) reported the 
quality of evaluation as "very good." After training the percentage 
of teachers who rated teacher evaluation quality as "poor" to "super 
poor" decreased by 4.4 percent after training. More importantly, 
there was a significant difference in the overall rating of the quality 
of evaluation after evaluator approval training. 
2. Iowa teachers were asked to report on the impact on their teaching 
after evaluator approval training. Teachers were asked specifically, 
did evaluation make a change in their teaching practices, attitudes 
about teaching, or their understanding of teaching? Only 29 percent 
of the teachers reported the impact of evaluation as "moderately 
good" to "super good." Only 4 percent more Iowa teachers reported 
the impact of evaluation as "moderately good" to "super good" after 
evaluator approval training. There was also an increase of 2 percent 
of Iowa teachers who reported the impact of teacher evaluation as 
"poor" to "super poor" after evaluator approval training. Nearly 31 
percent of the teachers rated impact as "poor" to "super poor" after 
evaluator approval training. Most importantly, there was not a 
significant difference in how teachers overall rated the impact of 
evaluation after evaluator approval training. 
3. Iowa teachers also rated their own attributes after evaluator 
approval training. Teachers were asked to rate themselves on the 
6 2  
following: professional expectations, risk taking, orientation to 
change, orientation to experiment, openness to criticism, knowledge 
of teaching, and subject matter knowledge. Iowa teachers perceived 
themselves as having the greatest strengths in subject matter 
knowledge (4.44), professional expectations (4.40), knowledge of 
teaching (4.10), and orientation to change (4.08). Teachers rated 
themselves lowest in risk taking (3.67) and openness to criticism 
(3.74). The greatest gains after training were knowledge of teaching, 
a .57 increase, orientation to experiment, a.33 increase, and risk 
taking, a .31 increase. Teachers reported the lowest gains in 
professional expectations, a .15 increase, and orientation to change, a 
.16 increase. The majority of teachers reported their performance as 
"of relatively higher quality" than it was three years ago. In fact for 
all 7 attributes there was a significant increase after training. In 
conclusion, teachers reported a significant difference between their 
attributes before and after training. 
4. Teachers were asked to rate the quality of feedback before evaluator 
approval training compared to the quality of feedback after evaluator 
training. Feedback qualities consisted of the following: amount of 
information, frequency of formal feedback, frequency of informal 
feedback, depth of information, quality of ideas, specificity of 
information, nature of information, timing of feedback, and 
feedback on district standards. Timing of feedback (3.65) and 
feedback on district standards (3.64) were reported as the strongest 
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elements of feedback. Teacher rated frequency of formal feedback 
(2.49) and frequency of informal feedback (2.56) and the lowest areas 
for feedback. Training had the greatest impact upon specificity of 
information provided by evaluators (.27). Training had the least 
impact upon frequency of informal feedback (.09) and frequency of 
formal feedback (.10). Feedback was rated lowest by teachers of any of 
the four evaluation attributes. Teachers did, however, rate all 9 
attributes of feedback higher after training. In conclusion, there was 
a significant difference between the quality of feedback given to 
teachers by evaluators before and after evaluator approval training. 
5. Teachers were asked to report on the difference between the 
attributes of the evaluation procedures before training and the 
attributes of these procedures after training. Teachers rated the 
following attributes of the procedures: standards communicated, 
clarity of standards, observation information used, time spent on 
evaluation, and accountability vs. teacher growth. Observation 
information used (4.10) and clarity of standards (3.74) were rated the 
highest by Iowa teachers. Teachers rated time spent on evaluation 
as the lowest (3.07). Training had the greatest impact upon clarity of 
standards and standards communicated, both showed a .32 increase. 
Training had the least impact on observation information used with 
a .17 increase. Teachers did, however, rate all five attributes of 
procedures significantly higher after evaluator training. There was a 
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significant difference between evaluation procedures before and 
after training. 
6. Teacher perceptions of evaluator attributes vary. Teachers were 
asked to rate their evaluators on the following; working relationship 
level of trust, interpersonal manner, temperament, flexibility, 
technical knowledge capacity to model, familiarity with classroom, 
usefulness of suggestions, and persuasiveness of rationale. Teachers 
rated the evaluator's interpersonal manner (3.98) and positive 
working relationship (3.96) highest. However, the evaluators 
received lowest ratings in modeling desired teaching behaviors 
(3.09) and persuasive rationale to help teachers change (3.18). 
Training, apparently had the largest impact upon evaluator 
flexibility, a .23 increase and evaluators' technical knowledge, a .21 
increase. It appears that evaluators credibility (3.44) suffers because 
their technical skills, i.e., (technical knowledge, capacity to model) 
are not viewed as being well-developed compared to their 
interpersonal skills. Teachers did, however, rate all 10 attributes of 
the evaluator higher after evaluator approval training. In fact, there 
is a significant difference between teachers' overall perceptions of 
evaluator attributes between before and after training. 
7. Feedback is the best predictor of quality evaluation. Feedback 
accounted for 46 percent of the variance and was highly significant. 
8. There is not a significant difference in the quality of evaluation 
reported by teachers with diverse years of teaching experience. Their 
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perceptions about quality of evaluation were not related to their 
years of experience. Even though the mean scores varied 
considerably, the low cell size of 15 teachers with two to five years of 
experience made it difficult to determine significant differences 
between the four groups. 
Piswssion 
The good news is that the perceived quality of evaluation across Iowa is 
reported to be relatively strong. There is a difference between the perceived 
quality of evaluation in 1990 and the perceived quality of evaluation in 1987 
with over sixty percent of the 1040 teachers reporting quality of evaluation as 
"moderately good" to "super good", an increase of 16 percent. This supports 
the assumption that evaluator approval training has a positive impact on 
teachers' perceptions of the quality of evaluation. It also supports the 
contention of several authors who argue that training is necessary if 
improvement is to be made in evaluation quality. (Stiggins, 1988; Wise et al., 
1984; Glickman, 1990; and Senge, 1990). 
It is no surprise that teachers reported better evaluation quality given 
the caliber and quality of the evaluator approval training. The evaluator 
approval training included reviewing instructional lesson videos, practice in 
lesson observation, conferencing skills, practice in giving quality feedback and 
training in other evaluation skills. Given that each evaluator received 30 
hours of evaluator training it makes sense that supervisors who leam and 
practice get better. 
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The bad news is that evaluation for one out of seven Iowa teachers is 
most unsatisfactory. Either more teachers are not open, the administrator 
didn't learn or didn't practice what he/she learned, or evaluators are simply 
not doing what they should be doing. This scenario does make one wonder 
what can be done to respond to the teachers who report that quality of 
evaluation is unsatisfactory. It is disappointing that nearly 14 percent of the 
teachers view quality as "low" to "super poor." We have come a long way, 
yet, there is still much to be accomplished. 
Teachers were asked to indicate the impact evaluation has on their 
teaching. Strong impact was defined in the survey as leading to profound 
changes in teaching practices, attitudes about teaching, and/or understanding 
of teaching. It is important to note that most of the teachers responding to this 
survey were veteran teachers. One might assume veteran teachers have had 
good preparation and many experiences that impacted their teaching. Veteran 
teachers have refined their skills to a fairly high level. Therefore, it seems 
likely that veteran teachers are less likely to be profoundly affected by 
evaluation feedback late in their career. 
Teachers did not perceive a difference in impact of evaluation before 
and after evaluator approval training. One wonders why even though quality 
is good, yet it is not having a significant impact upon teaching. Is it possible 
that while the impact was not significantly different after evaluator approval 
training, veteran teachers (more than 16 years of experience) did view impact 
of evaluation (4.17) as more productive than teachers with less experience 
(3.53). It is difficult to understand why veteran teachers reported higher 
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impact than teachers with less experience. It is possible that expectations for 
less experienced teachers are higher than for those with more experience. It is 
discouraging however, that one in four teachers reported their evaluation had 
little impact. Perhaps growth-producing evaluation must become more 
individualized to meet the variety of needs of teachers (Stiggins, 1988). 
During the past ten years, research has provided the underpinning for 
teacher evaluation. Evaluators have been versed in the essential elements of 
instruction. However, teachers continue to contest the value of teacher 
evaluation as it impacts teachers' instructional behaviors. Maybe educators 
are not asking teachers to look introspectively as they prepare, teach, and 
evaluate daily lessons. Consider for a moment an education question raised 
in Dr. Richard Mannatt's Supervision of Instruction class regarding teacher 
evaluation. The issue raised on an examination continues to be important. 
Teachers are evaluated based upon two or maybe three formal lesson 
observations followed by a post conference and feedback that could impact 
their instruction in a positive manner. Given that teachers deliver over 
seven hundred lessons a year, it is not surprising that brief session such as 
these have little effect. We must investigate a variety of methods of 
addressing teacher evaluation. Self-analysis, peer analysis, individual growth 
plans, and student evaluation are but a few possibilities. Further study could 
reveal more methods for improving instruction and ultimately higher 
student achievement. Self-evaluation, for example, might be a useful 
method for changing behavior and improving instruction (DeRoche, 1987). 
DeRoche advocates the value of self-evaluation, although effective for new 
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and inexperienced teachers, may be the most significant evaluation 
intervention for experienced, tenured teachers. Covey (1992) also emphasizes 
the importance of self evaluation in his book. Principle Centered Leadership. 
Covey (1992) suggests that growth must begin from within the individual. 
Perhaps Covey's and DeRoche's idea are right; change begins through self-
analysis and evaluation. 
Teacher evaluation and perhaps other events in Iowa apparently have 
enhanced teachers' perception of their attributes. Given the positive 
relationship between self-efficacy and performance (Bandura, 1986) this is 
most encouraging. It is equally encouraging that teachers' professional 
expectations are high and that they say they are willing to take risk and to 
change. Logically, with the amount of public criticism toward public 
education, teachers are apparently responding with a more aggressive 
approach to their own professional development. Restructuring American 
schools has focused a great deal of attention on teachers and the classroom. 
Perhaps teachers believe they have responded positively. 
Teachers rated their evaluators' attributes relatively high. Iowa 
evaluators were generally reported to be trustworthy, to have good working 
relationships with teachers, and utilize interpersonal skills in a positive 
manner. On the other hand, evaluators received lower ratings in selected 
technical aspects of instructional supervision, such as providing suggestions 
and rationale for improvement, and modeling teaching strategies. Perhaps 
evaluators would benefit through actively engaging in teaching to strengthen 
their own instructional abilities. If principals were more engaged in the 
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teaching process, teachers might find their suggestions and rationale for 
improvement more credible. 
This study also revealed significant increases in attributes of the 
evaluator such as increased trust and credibility, and positive changes in how 
they were providing feedback. It seems likely that these gains can be 
contributed to the training. Feedback, however, was rated lowest of the four 
attributes studied. Perhaps as Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) recently noted, the 
feedback valued most highly by teachers verifies student success. Perhaps 
future training should include strategies that help teachers get what they want 
from their evaluators. Teachers want feedback that verifies they promoted 
student growth. It produces better teaching and affirms positive aspects of 
their performance. Perhaps evaluators needs to focus on feedback that ties 
teacher behaviors to student accomplishments rather than on teacher deficits. 
Feedback, often referred to as the "breakfast of champions" and the 
evaluator clearly stands out as attributes deserving further discussion. The 
two attributes are so closely associated to each otherand are both very highly 
correlated. These attribute perhaps serves as the underpinnings for successful 
teacher evaluation were clearly reported as the attributes evaluators need 
most to improve upon. For example, even when appropriate information 
based upon the highest quality of data collection procedures will go unheeded 
if not conveyed in a sensitive and timely fashion. This study reveals several 
areas needing consideration prior to delivering feedback. The following are 
examples an evaluator should consider when giving feedback; amount of 
feedback, specificity of information, frequency of feedback, timing of feedback. 
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and ensuring feedback relates to specified standards. Iowa evaluators were 
rated the lowest in frequency of formal feedback (2.49) and informal (2 56) and 
depth of information provided (2.98). The importance of feedback is depicted 
in the multiple regression analysis (Table 21) showing feedback as the best 
predictor of quality of evaluation. In addition, perhaps the low ratings on 
feedback contributed to the fact that teachers reported no significant different 
on impact of evaluation after training. 
The other attribute highly correlated with quality of evaluation was the 
attributes of the evaluator. Iowa evaluators received high ratings in their 
"interpersonal skills" however, they were rated fairly low on their "technical 
skills". Evaluators were rated lowest in capacity to model (3.09) 
persuasiveness of rationale (3.18). In the researcher's opinion the results of 
the data on feedback and the evaluator suggest strongly the need for training 
that focuses on the attribute of feedback and the technical skills of the 
evaluator. 
Teachers were asked to rate the attributes of the procedures used in the 
evaluation process in their district. Teachers rated "observation information 
used" as the highest area of principal performance (4.10). They reported 
standards and clarity of standards were more clearly communicated after 
evaluator approval training. Apparently evaluators communicate standards 
better if they receive training. 
One goal of this study was to determine if teachers with varying years of 
teaching experience viewed evaluation differently. Surprisingly, teachers 
with varying years of experience did not view the quality of evaluation 
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significantly different. This dispels a myth about veteran teachers. Many 
consider veteran teachers as not open and would view evaluation quality less 
favorably. Another thought about veteran teachers is that they have refined 
their skills to a high level and experience little value in the teacher evaluation 
process. One might have assumed they would be less positive toward their 
evaluation than teachers with fewer years of experience. It could be that 
experienced teachers believe they need evaluation as much as they did when 
they were becoming teachers and desire feedback to continue to grow in their 
professional skills. 
In summary, Iowa teachers viewed the quality of evaluation and each 
of the four evaluation attributes as significantly higher after evaluator 
approval training. Of the four scales, feedback appears to have the greatest 
impact on evaluation. Evaluators received low ratings, however, in such 
important areas as frequency of informal and formal feedback, depth of 
information and quality of ideas, and specificity of information. For example, 
of all the respondents to this study, twenty-nine percent reported having no 
informal observations made during their most recent evaluation year. 
Administrators need to make a stronger commitment in providing formal 
and informal feedback and gain additional training to enhance their skills in 
providing more in-depth information and quality ideas. 
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Limitations 
1. The results were dependent upon teachers' ability to reflect on their 
experience three years before and compare it to their most recent 
evaluation. 
2. It should be pointed out that teacher attributes, such orientation to 
change and knowledge of teaching, have been influenced by three 
years of Phase HI, a state-wide program which funded staff 
development for teachers. Because Phase HI funding focused on 
teacher development, it seems unlikely, however, that these staff 
development programs account for some portion of the significant 
gains made in attributes of feedback, evaluator attributes, and 
procedural attributes. 
3. The quality of evaluation is a function of teachers' perceptions. In 
using teachers' perceptions to determine quality of evaluation, we 
can only know quality by how teachers see and interpret quality 
A-om their experiences. It is not in a real sense, a valid measure of 
quality. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Below are the suggestions and recommendations for further research. 
1. This study was conducted in Iowa only. To provide data of greater 
utility to those who design evaluator approval training and for 
states considering implementing a mandated evaluator approval 
certification studies in other states should be conducted. 
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2. A key research question for future study is: What other factors do 
teachers consider when rating impact of evaluation? If our major 
goal is to enhance the impact of evaluation, we must continue the 
investigation on teacher evaluation and how to effectively improve 
the attributes that enhance our ability to influence instruction. 
3. Current educational practices are for the most part patriarchal in 
nature, in that white males tend to dominate the upper echelon of 
administration. In this study five hundred and sixty-five principals 
were male and thirty-six were female. Further research should 
explore how the power in evaluation is mediated by issues of 
diversity. For example, there is substantial research that addresses 
the different communication styles of males and females. Are male 
supervisors, who are unfamiliar with this literature, inclined to 
negatively evaluate their female supervises when the primary issue 
may be one of different communication styles. Similarly, are there 
issues of resistance that are not present when the supervisor and 
supervisee are of the same ethnicity? 
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TEACHER EVALUATION EFFECTIVENESS 
IOWA LEADERSHIP IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION DEVELOPMENT 
Iowa State University • N225 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 • (515) 294-4375 
Dr. James E. Sweeney, Director 
Dear Colleague: 
Please take time out of your busy day to make a contribution to an important 
research project on teacher evaluation. I am striving for a 100% return on 
this survey and I need your help! This survey will take approximately 20 
minutes to complete. The results will be used in designing professional 
development for Iowa principals and supervisors. This project is supported by 
Dr. Jim Sutton, Iowa State Education Association (ISEA), and Dr. Gaylord Tryon, 
School Administrators of Iowa (SAI). 
As you well know, teacher evaluation has become a fact of life in most school 
organizations. This study is designed to: 1) examine teachers' perceptions of 
performance evaluation in Iowa based upon their most recent evaluation and 
2) explore the effects of the evaluator approval training required for all Iowa 
principals and supervisors during the past three years. I would like to 
determine through this survey the effectiveness of evaluator training that 
has been provided over the past three years. To accomplish this, please report 
as accurately as possible on your most recent evaluation and on your 
evaluation as you remember it three years ago. 
You name was randomly chosen as one of five teachers in each of 200 Iowa 
schools to respond to a survey examining teacher and evaluator attributes and 
the impact of evaluation. Enclosed is a copy of the survey and a NCS answer 
sheet. Please return only the completed NCS answer sheet in the self-
addressed envelope. Do not return the survey. 
You and your principal are assured anonymity. The only purpose of the 
coding in Columns H, I and J in the IDENTIFICATION section is to match 
teachers with their principal. The coding will not identify schools nor 
principals. 
Please call if you have questions or concerns at 515-294-4375. Your 
participation in this important activity is appreciated. Please return this 
survey today. 
Sincerely, 
Dan Lawler 
Research Associate 
Iowa State University 
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I-LEAD 
IOWA LEADERSHIP IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION DEVELOPMENT 
Iowa State University • N22S Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 • (515) 294-4375 
Dr. James E. Sweeney, Director 
Dear Principal: 
Dr. Jim Sweeney, Professor of Educational Administration at Iowa State 
University, has been conducting research on the process of teacher 
evaluation throughout the last ten years. Currently, I am working with Dr. 
Sweeney and I-LEAD on a project designed to examine teachers' perceptions of 
performance evaluation in Iowa. In addition, this study will explore Uie 
effects of the evaluator approval training. Specifîcally, Senate File 2175 
requires individuals, employed as administrators, supervisors, or teachers who 
conduct evaluations, to possess evaluator approval. Many principals met that 
requirement through training offered by Iowa Leadership in Educational 
Administration Development (I-LEAD), while others received approval 
through alternative methods, i.e., university courses or other comparable 
training. In this study, we are also interested in determining whether 
teachers' perceptions of performance evaluations have changed as a result of 
the evaluator approval training. 
Your school was randomly selected from schools in Iowa where principals 
worked in the same building for the past three years. Three teachers, from 
your school were randomly chosen to respond to a survey examining their 
attributes, the attributes of the evaluator and the impact of evaluation. This 
information will help to design the second evaluator approval training. 
The purpose of this letter is to help you understand that the results of this 
study are confidential; while teachers will provide us this information, we 
will not request or record names of principals or schools. I have discussed this 
study with Dr. Gaylord Tryon, Executive Director of School Administrators of 
Iowa, and he suggested I contact principals of schools involved in this study so 
you know what is being done. Therefore, if teachers have questions about this 
survey, please encourage them to respond honestly and openly. Please let me 
know if you have questions or concerns by calling 515-294-4375. Your support 
and encouragement of this project are appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Dan Lawler 
Research Associate 
Iowa State University 
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Table lA shows the internal consistency reliabilities are shown on the 
diagonal for each of the five scales originally built into the questionnaire. 
Items within each scale are highly correlated with evaluator and feedback 
scales have the highest internal consistency. 
TABLE lA. Internal consistency reliability and intercorrelations among 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Attributes of the teacher .72 
Attributes of evaluator .22 .94 
Attributes of evaluation procedures .17 .58 .77 
Attributes of feedback .16 .70 .76 .89 
Table 2A shows the difference between elementary, middle/junior high, 
and high school evaluators as to the number of formal observations 
conducted during 1990. Count represents the number of teachers that 
responded from each level. Middle school/junior high school teachers 
responses indicated the highest number of informal observations with a 
mean score of (2.54). High school teachers responses indicated the lowest 
number of informal observations with a mean of (2.20). 
Table 2A. Number of formal observations a year 
Count Mean Standard Deviation 
Elementary 301 2.338 1.005 
Middle/Jr. High 158 2.544 1.109 
High School 159 2.201 .847 
TOTAL 618 2.356 1.002 
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Table 3A shows the difference between elementary, middle/junior high, 
and high school evaluators as to the number of informal observations 
conducted during 1990. Elementary school teachers reported with a mean of 
(2.31) whereas high school teachers responses indicated the lowest number of 
informal observations with a mean (2.01). 
Table 3A. Number of informal observations a year 
Count Mean Standard Deviation 
Elementary 302 2.351 1.06 
Middle/Jr. High 158 2.183 .989 
High School 159 2.012 .987 
TOTAL 619 2.221 1.035 
This hypothesis was designed to determine whether evaluation quality 
could be predicted using the four attributes. Table 4A depicts the summary of 
the stepwise regression used to determine what made a difference.in 
determining quality evaluation attributes. In this regression table only schools 
that responded with three or people were included in this analysis. 
In conducting analysis for quality, enter 1 excludes quality and impact 
three years ago but does not include demographics and attributes. Enter 2 
includes quality and impact years ago, while stepwise 1, excludes quality 3, and 
and impact three and includes demographics and attributes. Stepwise 2 
includes quality 3 years ago. 
Attributes of the evaluator and the attributes of the feedback are significant 
predicting the quality of evaluation. 
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Table 4A. Slopes of the factors that predict quality of the evaluation 
Quality (now) Quality (three years ago) 
Enter 1 Enter 2 Stepwise 1 Stepwise 2 
Attributes of Teacher Now-.457 -.562*» XXX -.549** 
Attributes of Procedures .586* .294 .536** XX 
Attributes of the Evaluator.673***.594*** .629»** .617*** 
Attributes of Feedback 1.137» .716 1.101**» .880*** 
Elementary -.088 .166 XXX .231* 
Middle -.264 -.044 XXX XX 
SEX (male) -.423» -.104 -0.447»» XX 
Size (small) -.036 -0.070 3C©C XX 
Quality xxxx xxxx XXX XX 
Quality3 xxxx .505*** XXX .517*** 
Impact 3 xxxx xxxx XXX XX 
Adjusted 
R-Square .529 .723 .541 .73 
• = .10 »» = .05 *** = .001 
Table 5A depicts the summary of the stepwise regression used to 
determine what made a difference.in determining evaluation attributes on 
impact. In this regression table only schools that responded with three or 
people were included in this analysis. 
In conducting analysis for impact, enter 1 excludes quality and impact 
three years ago but includes demographics and attributes. Enter 2 includes 
quality and impact 3 years ago, while stepwise 1, excludes quality and impact 
three years ago and includes demographics and attributes. Stepwise 2 
includes quality 3 years ago. Feedback, as shown on table 5A has the highest 
level of predictability upon impact. 
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Table 5A. Slopes of the factors that predict impact of the evaluation 
Impact (now) Impact (three years ago) 
Enter 1 Enter 2 Stepwise 1 Stepwise 2 
Teacher Attributes Now .237 -.131 XX XX 
Attributes of Procedures .087 -.105 XX XX 
Attributes of the Evaluator .299 .242 XX XX 
Attributes of Feedback 1.169»»* .56** 1.364*** .258* 
Elementary -.350 -.156 XX .565*** 
Middle -.406 -.258 XX XX 
Sex (Male) -.350 -.156 XX XX 
Size (Small) .053 .104 XX XX 
Quality .152 .065 .169** XX 
Quality (three years ago) XX XX XX XX 
Impact (three years ago) XX XX .637*** XX 
Adjusted R-Squared .529 .541 .39 .686 
» = .10 = .05 = .001 
Table 4A shows the results of the multiple regression analysis used to 
estimate the amount of variance contributed to evaluation impact by the four 
attributes. The t-value of feedback (4.64) was significant (p=.0001) and the t-
value of the evaluator attributes (3.30) was significant (p=.00112) therefore the 
null hypothesis was rejected for variables of attributes of feedback and 
attributes of the evaluator. 
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THE TEACHER EVALUATION PROFILE: 
A Questionnaire Reviewing Your 
Teacher Evaluation Experiences 
Iowa State University 
Project Supported by: 
Dr. Jim Sweeney-Iowa State University 
Dr. Jim Sutton-Iowa State Education Association 
Dr. Gaylord Tryon- School Administrators of Iowa 
Study Conducted by 
Dan Lawler-Research Associate 
Iowa State University 
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In recent years, the teaching profession has been marked by rapid change 
and the emergence of a number of issues and concerns. One of those area 
receiving a great deal of attention is the area of teacher evaluation. 
This survey is designed to allow you to describe your experience with 
teacher evaluation in some detail. Your responses will be combined with 
those of other teachers from Iowa to provide a picture of the key elements in 
an effective teacher evaluation experience. This research is to determine if 
and how evaluation can be improved to help it serve relevant and useful 
purposes and to determine the effects of the evaluator approval training for 
Iowa principals. This survey is comprehensive in scope and will take 
approximately 20 minutes to complete. It is crucial that you follow these 
instructions very carefully. Your participation is very much appreciated. 
SPECIFIC INSTRUCTION: Please use a number two pencil. 
• Leave the NAME section blank. Names of respondents, principals and 
schools will be anonymous. 
• Please complete the section titled, SEX. 
• Enter your grade or teaching level in the GRADE OR EDUC section. 
• Answer the next five questions using the SPECIAL CODE section. 
Column K: Mark 0 if your prindpal/evaluator is male and 1 if female. 
Column L: Use Coliunn L to rate the overall Quality of evaluation the 
last time you were evaluated, that is, your most recent experience with 
your teacher evaluation system. Regard the entire evaluation process, 
including planning for evaluation, dassroom observations and feedback. 
Use a scale of 0 to 9, with 0 representing very poor quality and 9 very 
high quality. 
Column M: Use Column M to rate overall Quality of evaluation as you 
remember three years ago, using the same 0 to 9 scale. 
Column N: Use Column N to rate the Impact of evaluation. A nine on 
impact would reflect a strong impact leading to profound changes in 
your teaching practices, attitudes about teaching, and/or understanding 
of teaching. 
Column O: Use Column O to rate the Impact of evaluation as you 
remember it at that time three years ago. Again, please use 0 to represent 
very poor impact and 9 for very high impact. 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS: Complete this survey using the NCS bubble 
sheet to describe yourself and the nature of your most recent teacher 
evaluation experience. Then, reflect on nearly every item as you remember it 
three years ago and respond. 
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PLEASE BE SURE THE NUMBER OF THE ATTRIBUTE YOU ARE 
DESCRIBING CORRESPONDS TO THE NUMBER ON THE RESPONSE 
SHEET. 
Note: Each time you respond to an item stated "three years ago" reflect back 
to that time and use the same descriptors for that rating. 
A. DESCRIBE THESE ATTRIBUTES OF YOU AS A TEACHER: 
1. Rate the strengths of your professional 
expectations of yourself 
2. Three years ago 
3. Orientation to risk taking 
4. Three years ago 
5. Orientation to change in your classroom 
6. Three years ago 
I demand I demand a 
little 1 2 3 4 5 great deal 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
I avoid risks 1 2 3 4 5 I take risks. 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
I'm relatively I'm relatively 
slow to change 1 2 3 4 5 open 
•- 1 2 34 5 
I don't I experiment 
7. Orientation to experimentation in your classroom experiment 1 2 3 4 5 frequently 
8. Three years ago » 1 2 3 4 5 
I'm relatively I'm relatively 
9. Openness to criticism closed 1 2 3 4 5 open 
10. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
I know I know a 
11. Knowledge of technical aspects of teaching a little 1 2 3 4 5 great deal 
12. Three years ago •" 1 2 3 4 5 
I know I know a 
13. Knowledge of subject matter a little 1 2 3 4 5 great deal 
14. Three years ago •" 1 2 3 4 5 
Waste Very 
15. Experience with teacher evaluation of time 1 2 3 4 5 helpful 
16. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
17. Years of experience 1. 0 to 1 year 
2. 2 to 5 years 
3. 6 to 10 years 
4. 11 to 15 years 
5. 16 or more years 
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B. DESCRIBE YOUR PERCEPTIONS OF THE EVALUATOR WHO 
EVALUATED YOUR PERFORMANCE (MOST RECENTLY). THE 
SECOND PART, PERCEPTIONS OF THE EVALUATOR THREE YEARS 
AGO 
18. Credibility as a source Not Very 
of feedback credible 1 2 3 4 5 credible 
19. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
20. Working relationship with you Adversary 1 2 3 4 5 Helper 
21. Three years ago ••1 234 5 
Not 
22. Level of trust trustworthy 1 2 3 4 5 Trustworthy 
23. Three years ago •-1 234 5 
Not 
24. Interpersonal manner Threatening 1 2 3 4 5 Threatening 
25. Three years ago •*" 1 2 3 4 5 
26. Temperament 
27. Three years ago 
28. Flexibility 
29. Three years ago 
30. Knowledge of technical aspects 
of teaching 
31. Three years ago 
32. Capacity to demonstrate or model 
needed improvements 
33. Three years ago 
34. Familiarity with your 
particular classroom 
35. Three years ago 
36. Familiarity with classrooms in general 
37. Three years ago 
Impatient 1 2 3 4 5 Patient 
»  1 2 3 4 5  •  
Rigid 1 2 3 4 5 Flexible 
m- 1 2 3 4 5 
Not 
knowledgeable 1 2 3 4 5 Knowledgeable 
1 2 34 5 
Low 1 2 3 4 5 High 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
Unfamiliar 1 2 3 4 5 Familiar 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
Unfamiliar 1 2 3 4 5 Familiar 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
38. 
39. 
Usefulness of suggestions for improvements 
Three years ago 
Useless 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
Useful 
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40. Persuasiveness of rationale 
for suggestions 
41. Three years ago 
Not Very 
persuasive 1 2 3 4 5 persuasive 
•- 1 2 3 4 5 
C DESCRIBE THESE ATTRIBUTES OF THE PROCEDURES USED DURING 
YOUR MOST RECENT EVALUATION AND THE SECOND PART, 
ATTRIBUTES OF THE PROCEDURES THREE YEARS AGO. 
(1) What procedures were used to address the dimensions of your teaching 
(standards) to be evaluated? 
42. Were standards communicated 
to you 
43. Three years ago 
Not In great 
at all 1 2 3 4 5 detail 
» 12 3 4 5 
44. Were standards clear to you 
45. As compared to three years ago 
Vague 1 2 3 4 5 Clear 
1 2 3 4 5 
46. Were standards endorsed by you as 
appropriate for your classroom 
47. TTuee years ago 
Not 
Endorsed 1 2 3 4 5 Endorsed 
»- 1 2 34 5 
48. Were the standards... 
49. Three years ago 
All the same for 
Tailored some­
what for your 
all teachers 1 2 3 4 5 unique needs 
f  1 2 3 4 5  
(1) What procedures were used to address the dimensions of your teaching 
(standards) to be evaluated? 
50. Observation of your classroom 
performance 
51. Three years ago 
Not Used 
considered 1 2 3 4 5 extensively 
»- 1 2 34 5 
52. Examination of classroom or school Not Used 
records ( lesson plans, etc.) considered 1 2 3 4 5 extensively 
53. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
Not Used 
54. Examination of student achievement considered 1 2 3 4 5 extensively 
55. Three years ago ••1 2 3 4 5 
(2) Extent of observation in your classroom, based on your most recent 
experience then the second part, compared to three years ago. 
9 4  
(Note: In these items, FORMAL refers to observations that were 
preannounced and were preceded and followed by a conference with the 
evaluator: EvTFORMAL refers to unannounced drop-in visits) 
56. Number of FORMAL (prescheduled) 1. 0 
observations per year 2, 1 
3. 2 
4. 3 
5. 4 or more 
57. Number of FORMAL observations three years ago 1. 0 
observations per year 2. 1 
3. 2 
4. 3 
5. 4 or more 
58. Approximate frequency of 
INFORMAL (unannounced 
drop-in) observations 
59. Three years ago 
1. None 
2. Less than 1 per month 
3. Once per month 
4. Once per week 
5. Daily 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
D. PLEASE DESCRIBE THESE ATTRIBUTES OF THE FEEDBACK 
YOURECEIVED AND THE SECOND PART, ATTRIBUTES OF THE 
FEEDBACK YOU RECEIVED THREE YEARS AGO. 
60. Amount of information received 
61. Three years ago 
62. Frequency of formal feedback 
63. Three years ago 
None 1 2 3 4 5 Great deal 
»  1 2 3 4 5  
Infrequent 1 2 3 4 5 Frequent 
»  1 2  3 4 5  
64. Frequency of informal feedback 
65. Three years ago 
Infrequent 1 2 3 4 5 Frequent 
1  2 3 4  5  
66. Depth of information provided 
67. Three years ago 
Shallow 1 2 3 4 5 In-depth 
1  2 3 4  5  
68. Quality of the ideas and suggestions 
contained in the feedback 
69. Three years ago 
Low 1 2 3 4 5 High 
»  1 2  3 4 5  
70. Specificity of information provided 
71. Three years ago 
General 1 2 3 4 5 Specific 
1 2 34 5 
9 5  
72. Nature of information provided Judgmental 1 2 3 4 5 Descriptive 
73. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
74. Timing of feedback Delayed 1 2 3 4 5 Immediate 
75. Three years ago •' 1 2 3 4 5 
76. Feedback focused on district Ignored Reflected 
teaching standards them 1-2 3 3 4 them 
77. Three years ago * 1 2 3 4 5 
E. DESCRIBE THESE ATTRIBUTES OF THE EVALUATION CONTEXT 
AND THE SECOND PART, ATTRIBUTES OF EVALUATION CONTEXT 
THREE YEARS AGO. 
78. Amount of time spent on the evaluation process, 
including your time and that of other participants None 1 2 3 4 5 Great deal 
79. Three years ago ••1 23 4 5 
Resources available for professional development: 
80. Time allotted during the teaching day 
for professional development None 1 2 3 4 5 Great deal 
81. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
82. Availability of training programs and 
and models of good practice None 1 2 3 4 5 Many 
83. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
District values and policies in evaluation: 
84. Qarity of policy statements regarding 
purpose of evaluation Vague 1 2 3 4 5 Clear 
85. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
Teacher Teacher 
86. Intended role of evaluation accountability 1 2 3 4 5 Growth 
87. Three years ago 1 2 3 4 5 
The following two questions are of interest to the Iowa State Education Association (ISEA). 
88. Has the usefulness of evaluation improved 
as a result of Phase III? Very little 1 2 3 4 5 A great deal 
89. Would you support an internship being 
required for principal certification. Little support 1 2 3 4 5 Strong support 
lïianl^you for your tfwugHtfiiC responses! 
APPENDIX IV: HUMAN SUBJECTS APPROVAL 
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Checklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
12. • Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly; 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how thq  ^will be used, and when thqr will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
 ^participation is voluntary; nonparticipadon will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13. • Consent form Qf applicable) 
14. • Letter of approval for research from cooperadng organizations or instiudons Qf applicable) 
15.0 Data-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects:. 
RraCMUa 
March 15, 1990 ^o< April 1, 1990 
Month/Diy/Yetr Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
ts  ^will be erased: 
Month/Day/Year 
18. Signatu^of Departmental Executive OGIcer Date Department or Administrative Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
V Project Appmverf __ Project Not Approved __ No Action Required 
(c-el^A •a>\^\OiO 
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
